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May 3 2001

The Vice-President
The White HOuse
washington DOC 20S00

ENERGY RESOURCES Bsnd CONSERVATION

Dmar Mr. Vice-President:

I'm enclosing & copy of my letter of February 26, 2001, to U.S.
Department of Energy Secretary Mr, Spencer Abraham, with copies

of my letters of March 27 and September 24, 2000 mentioned therein,
Bs well es » copy of the Department of Energy's reply of April 20,
2001, all relstive to the above-captioned subject. I sincerely
hope that you'll fFind a way to devote some of your very busy time
.to the reading of this correspondence, which I comsider of the ut-
most importance.

I'm greatly encouraged to see that (finally) a Nationsl Energy Po-
licy Development Group has been created - "to promote dependsbls,
affordable, and envirommentally-sound production of energy " - snd
that you have been appointed to head this very important group.

In an AP article appearing in the May 1st. edition of our local
newspaper, the Pocono REcord, the following is attributed to your
address of April 30th. st the Associated Press annual meeting:

VP Cheney warned that the whole nation could face
California-style blackouts as he outlined a national
energy strategy relying heavily on oil, naturel gas,
coasl and nuclear power development - but not conserva-
tion. - The aim here is efficiency, not austerity. The
nation cannot simply conserve or ration our wey out of
the situation we're in. Conservation, while perhaps
"a sign of personal virtue"' does not make for sound
or comprehensive policy. .

The VP made no bones about plescing oil, cosl and other
foasall fuels at the center of his recommendations. Alter-’
nate fuels are still "yesrs down the road" he said.

Mr. Vice-President, I feel very strongly that our Energy Plan
should be all-comprehensive, encompassing all phasea: conser-
vation via more effFicient =quipment, appliances, etc., increased
use of alternate fuels, coordinating resources with other Western
Hemisphere countries, etc., etc., and would very much appreciste
your teking my comments and suggestions into account as you snd
your National Energy Group formulate a National Energy Policy so
vital to our country. - Your comments will be gratefully appre-
cisted.

.e8 as indiomted on reverse side.

Hishing you much success in this and in all of your endeavors,

Gm ZE @‘qu 29720
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May 3, 2001
The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Abraham:

We urge you to support a national energy strategy with a
primary focus on developing new energy technologies and
renewable energy resources. Please do not support short sighted
proposals focused on domestic oil production which would only
perpetuate our dependency on a limited resource.

Energy independence is not an oil drilling issue. Reliance on old
technology has caused our over dependence on foreign oil. Our country
has prospered due to innovation and advances in technology. Our future
prosperity will depend on our ability to create new innovations in
transportation and energy production. There are promising energy
technologies which could significantly alter our dependence on oil.

Please support programs which will facilitate our country in becoming the
leader in a new era of energy technologies. We strongly urge you to
protect our wilderness areas and national parks from unnecessary oil
drilling which at best will yield a limited supply of energy. With the proper
impetus, we can leave the era of the combustion engine behind and reap
the tremendous rewards from being the leader in energy technology and
renewable energy resources! -

Peter and Kathryn Marcolina
(e

-
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Dear Secretary Abraham,

As Californians and Republicans, we support the Presidents energy
policy but feel that it doesnt go far enough. He is overlooking
the great role that alternative energy could play in resolving our
current energy defecit. '

Geothermal, vind and solar are readily available 1n"C$11£ornia as
wvell as other vestern states; wve believe that our government should
give tax incentives for developing these very important resources.
We also hope the federal government will do more to cap Californias
energy prices. Everyone is entitled to a healthy profit as an

“energy provider, but there is a major difference between a good

profit and uncontrolled price gouging. If the energy shortage
is as bad as it is expected to be in ;alifornia this summer.
many people, especially the sick, elderly and very ybung could
die of heat stroke. We hope that your department will act
decisively to assist in this serious and potentially 1life
threatening situation.

A written reply from you or your staff would be appreciated.

Thank you.

Respectfully yours,

The Adams family

2y
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5 May 2001

Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham

U.S. Depariment of Energy

1000 Independence Ave. SW -
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Abraham,

1 am very disturbed by the emerging energy policy of the current administration. | urge
you to focus on conservation rather than further development of non-renewable
resources.

Locally in Colorado...Please do not cut NREL staff

| recently read in the newspaper about plans to cut staff at the National Renewabile
Energy Laboratory 30-50%. At a time of roliing blackouts on the West Coast this action
is not wamranted and comes at exactly the wrong time. People show a greater interest in
repewables when energy supply is low.

Nationally .. Please do not encourage use of non-renewable resources

1 am very concemned about plans to develop oil reserves in the arctic wildlife refuge.
Also, | am extremely embamassed that the United States Department of Energy is
encouraging automobile manufacturers to further develop the Spoits Utility Vehicle.
These gas-fueled vehicles will never be more efficient than smafer cars. Why is the
United States searching for more oil and advocating larger cars when North America,
which represents only 7% of the world’s population, already consumes 30% of the
world's energy?

Giobally ... Please work logether with other countnes .

As a wealthy and powerful country, the United States should not shun its responsbilities
with respect to the United Nations and the Kyoto Protocol. We need to provide
leadership, working together with other countries to address poliution, ciimate change,
and the health of the planet.

1 find i rather odd that a man who recently left an oil industry position with a multi-miliion
dollar parting gift heads the Energy Policy Development Task Force. We need to take a
broader look at energy. Let's develop a policy that addresses both current problems and
sustainability for the future. Please revise this nation’s energy policy with a focus on
conservation!

Sincerely,

(el 44,

Lisa M. Haddox
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7 May 2001

Dick Cheney

Vice President of the United States of America
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue N. W.
Washington, D.C.

20500

Spencer Abraham

Secretary of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue S.W.

Washington, D.C.
20585

High Temperature Nuclear - Helium Turbine
Advanced Power Generation Technology

Abstract: The case for consideration of the nuclear powered closed cycle helium turbine as a
viable development alternative for bulk electrical power production is presented. Following a brief
historical sketch of closed cycle turbo-machine development and high temperature gas cooled
reactor development, a conceptual plant is described along with some of the present obstacles to
realization of a commercial plant. The author proposes that the potential benefits of this
technology outweigh the development risks and that a broad coalition of long term investment
interest would bring a commercial realization. The author's belief is that this development should
be based on its own merits and the risks assumed by the private sector with the Department of

Energy playing a co-ordination role.

Dear Sirs:

Lately | have heard many reports of a new focus on national energy policy and as part of those
discussions, | would like 10 bring a promising electric power generation technology to your
attention. The closed and direct cycle helium turbine powered by a high temperature gas cooled
nuclear reactor has received varying degrees of altention over the past few decades but has not
yet been realized in a commercial plant. The concept offers a clean, efficient and economical
source of bulk electrical power with several competilive advantages over conventional nuciear
steam supply systems and open cycle industrial and aero-derivative gas turbines. The chief
obstacles to present development are public anti-nuclear sentiment and short term focus in
capital markets. In this brief, | would like to present-a summary of past and present development
activity, a description of the conceptual plant and then proceed to address the obstacles | have
listed. In so doing, | hope to secure an opporiunity for this technology to be considered, along
with the many others, in the United States national energy policy,
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May 12, 2001

Secretary Spencer Abraham

U.S. Department of Energy o
1000 Independence Ave., SW

Washington DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham:

Recently Ohio Northern University, of which | am a student, had the privilege of hosting a noted
environmentalist and consumer advocate, Mr. Ralph Nader, on campus as a guest speaker.
During his main campus address, Mr. Nader informed us that in 1952, President Harry Truman's
Materials Policy Advisory Committee recommended that America “go solar,” e, turn to solar
power as a major energy source, estimating that 75% of American homes could be solar-powered
by 1975.

What is more, the Christian Science Monitor reported in March that wind power now generates
thirteen percent of all energy used in the country of Denmark, and the Danish government has
plans to increase the figure 10 50 percemt by 2030. Denmark first turned to wind power in the
wake of the “0il shocks™ of the 1970s, while other nations, including the United States, turned to
nuclear power and synthetic fuels. Even in the U.S., wind power is currently the world’s fastest-
.growing energy source, as companies such as Green Mountain provide this renewable form of
energy to a select few communities in our country, inchuding nearly 100 in Ohio. This, however.
is not enough.

Not only has the United States faced oil and gas shortages recently, but the generation of our
traditional fuel sources present increasingly visible environmental hazards. The earth’s surface
could rise eleven degrees this century according to some European sources, and even American
scientists predict an increase of five degrees or more. Another example of the environmemntal
risks brought about by conventional electricity can be found in the Hudson River, into which
General Electric has released PCBs. Nuclear power, the “solution” extolled by President Bush
and Vice President Cheney, comes with its own environmental hazards, as there are no facilities
for the safe disposal of high-level radioactive waste. Also, nuclear power is the most expensive
method of electricity generation there is. Nevertheless, we atready rely on nuclear power to
generate 20% of our clectricity.

In light of facts such as these, I urge you to pursue a national énergy policy that aggressively
moves the United States away from its current dependency on otl, fossil fuel, and nuclear power
and towards increased reliance on solar and wind power. Public Citizen reports that fully
utilizing existing renewable encrgy technologies such as hydrogen fuel cell technology, wind
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scretary, The

From: ' L
Sent: wednesday, May 09, 2001 r;(r PM

To: Secretary, The <'h3s 8

Subject: Policy ' v M

- ‘:.'.-q D

FROM: e . :
NAME: Matthew Connelly b oo

SUBJECT: Policy

ZiP: ¢

CITY:

PARM.1: TO:the.secretary@hq.doe.gov

STATE:!

TOPIC: Lack of Conservation in Energy Policy

SUBMIT: Send Comments

CONTACT: email ‘

COUNTRY: United States of America

MESSAGE: | am outraged that the energy policy which Mr. Cheney
has outlined not only disregards the role of conservation, it
deliberately suppresses scientific findings that government-
sponsored energy conservation programs would eliminate the need
to build hundreds of power plants. Mr. Cheney wants to build one
new plant per week for the next 20 years, but completely ignores
the need for conservation. | support raising the minimum fuel
economy standards, offering tax breaks for consumers and bus

e

2y
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From: Friedrichs, Mark

Sent: Thursday, May 10 2001 12:59 PM

To: ) ’ .

Subject: Response to your e-mail o1 February 26 concerning U.S. Energy Policy
Development

Dear Mr. Tzeferakos:
First, 1 would like to apologize for the long delay in responding. The Department of Energy has
been receiving thousands of e-mails in recent months, and we are still trying to catch up.

| suspect that you have been following the work of Vice President Cheney’s Energy Policy
Development Group through the media. The only statements released regarding the

Administration’s new energy policy have been well reporied in the press. The most detailed was
Vice President Cheney's recent speech in Toronto.

it is our understanding there will be a substantial document released shortly, almost certainly
during May. 1 am sure that the media and various U.S. govemment webpages, including the
Department of Energy’s ( energy.gov), will immediately disseminate this document and any
related announcements, as well as summary information.

I hope this is helpful.
Sincerely,

Mark D. Friedrichs (PO-2)
Policy Office

U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585
202-586-0124

Fax: 202-586-3047
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2001-012294

Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585 :

- . May 14, 2001

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY ‘

FROM: Lake H. Barrett, Acting Directorq
Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

SUBJECT: ACTION: Approval of Extension of a Non-reimbursable
’ ‘ Detail for Charles M. Smith from the Office of Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management to the National Energy
Policy Development Group, Office of the Vice President

ISSUE:
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May 15, 2001

Mr. George W. Bush

President of the United States of America L
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear President Bush,

Your energy polfé.y is pFagmatic from the standpoint of addressing current supply and demand issues.
This policy, however, only lightly addresses the change to fuels that are more healthy.

You have stated that the global warming “debate” is “controversial”. However, what is not controversial is
the 28% rise in our atmosphere’s carbon dioxide. This has been measured many times. It is easy to
dismiss this as just due to volcanic activity. But how can we do so, when our cars, trucks, airplanes,
power plants, and cement plants are putting out tens of billions of tons of carbon dioxide in the air per

~r? When you figure that we've probably used up maybe fifteen to twenty percent of all fossil fuel

:able to us (including coal) and that this fuel long ago probably came from carbon dioxide in the air,

usen yes: putting tens of billions of tons of carbon dioxide into the air each year is enough to cause us to
be able to measure increased carbon dioxide in the atmosphere due to human activity.

Thousands of scientists, most of them independent from one another, have examined the evidence and
say that most likely this increase in carbon dioxide along with other vapors and gases is causing Earth’s
temperature to rise. They say other well-discussed climate and environmental changes will happen, too.
But there is still a small minority of people that disagree. Thus, the controversy lives on.

Even if we can't totally predict the future, the possibility exists’ that there will be very bad changes on Earth
directly due to what we humans are doing right now by burning fossil fuel. We should be able to see that
we are conducting a gigantic climate experiment, and Earth is the test tube. Isn't the certainty that carbon
dioxide inthe atmosphere has risen and yet we still keep adding tens of billions of tons of it in the air each
year——coupled with the pOssibility that we are courting disaster by doing so-—isnt this certainty enough to
make us want to stop what we're doing? Well, so far we haven' stopped. But why haven't we, if the
alternative already exists?

We discuss a lot about how "special interests” are keeping us from changing, for the sake of short-term
earnings gains. However, some or all of these “special interests” are the ones who will still be providing us
with the fuel we use, even when it is healthy fuel. Some of these industry leaders are already in the
business: BP Solar and Shell Hydrogen are two, and they serve as clear evidence that the rest of the
industry can do the same. They all can make healthy fuels.

' ealthy fuels are these: photovoltaic electricity and hydrogen; windpower electricity and hydrogen;

v .power electricity' and hydrogen; fossil-fuel-derived hydrogen with complete carbon sequestration;
crop-derived fuel, burned using scrubbers; and biogas. These fuels are healthy because they do not
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increase greenhouse gases and they do not significantly, if at all, pollute the air with particles and toxins.
Nuclear energy would be ideal, were it not for major handling and storage hazards, so regretfully I cannot
include it with the others. Transporting, storing, and dispensing these healthy fuels are only infrastructure
logistics, for the techniques are already known.

We discuss 3 lot about how Americans worry about global warming and want cleaner fuels, but then they
go out and buy SUV’s. This makes a very clear statement. Americans want to fight global warming and
want healthy fuels. But Americans want the engineers to make SUV's that fight giobal warming and run
well on healthy fuels. Americans do not individually have the ability to make for themselves what the
engineers can produce. Also, Americans do not have a ciear idea about what to change to and how.

So, what is the remedy?

My hope is that you will see what I mean when I say that in good conscience we cannot continue with our
Earth Climate experiment. The possibility that bad things will happen should be good enough to make us
want to stop. My hope is that you will come to agree with me.

I would like to see you go on television and announce a national effort that by the year 2020 we will be
running all of our cars, trucks buses, planes, homes, businesses, and power plants on the healthy fuels
stated above. Doing so would be similar to the speech President Kennedy gave us in 1961, resulting in a
k+man on the moon in 1969. After your announcement, the Federal Government can guide the process

dustry to fulfill. The infrastructure cost will then be borne by us all (individuals through taxes and
puwchases, and industry through enabled investment). The resulting fuel changes should make prices
higher but more stable and iess vulnerable to international politics. The higher prices should be largely
mitigated by increased energy efficiency of the powered devices humans use. The common good will have
been served.

You would be seen as a true visionary and a leader of uncommon strength, if you announced and
implemented such an effort. In the history of the world, there would be no instance greater than this, in
which one person made a decision that so vastly benefited everything about our existence on this planet.
That person rightfully should be you, the President of the United States.
When I was a Boy Scout, I learned of true wisdom in the Native American philosophy of leaving your
campsite looking as if no one had ever been there. We cannot completely do this with Earth, of course,
but we need to be wise enough to leave a smaller footpnnt
I send my best wishes to you and your family. I appreciate your consnderabon of my ideas.

Sincerely,

gé«ffﬁmm o

Robert F. Stonerock, Jr., M.D.
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15 May 2001
Spencer Abraham

Secretary of Energy 2001-012296 5/15 P 4: 10

Washington, D.C.
Dear Sec. Abraham:

] am happy that we will soop have a national energy plan which handles growth
and includes nuclear energy. I wish it also had a carbon tax and a tax credit to
encourage reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel (SNF). (I hope I'm wrong and it has
these.) My reasons are outlined in my attached article "Saving Frogs Via Nuclear
Energy," which will soon be sent out to a number of prominent newspapers.

Smcerel) , 5%
/ -Z(.A

Steve Barrowes, Ph.D.
Member, Utah GOP State Central Committee
Member, Scientists {or Secure Waste Storage

SAVING FROGS VIA NUCLEAR ENERGY

It is sad that many species seem to be threatened by things man has spewed
into the environment. As a boy I spent days catching leopard frogs, watching
dragon flies and water beetles, and enjoying the variety of nature along Spring
Creek near my home. Years ago the area was convericd into a parking lot. In
their remaining wild habitat many species of frogs now suffer from declining
numbers and strange deformities.

We have enjoyed the many benefits of the chemiual industry along with
other scientific technologies, but have pursued these oo often with irrational
exuberance. Now we are beginning a new phase of tcchnological progress in
which we must be careful not to further pollute the environment, and must also try
to clean up the messes already made.

' We must do this not only to save frogs and other cecalures but to ensure a
‘clean environment for our children and grandchildren,

Cleanup costs money, however, and uses farge amaunts of mappower and
energy, and energy production often involves more polluiion.

Over half of our electricity comes from burning cual, and the particulates
in the smoke are estimated to kill 30,000 U.S. citizens pes year. Particulates from
automobile exhaust kill a similar number, and all fossil {ucls are adding to the
global warming problem by emitting large amounts of carbun dioxide.

Carbon dioxide (CO2) cannot be controlled in the sume way as ordinary
pollutants because the only way to reduce CO2 emissions lrom a power plant is
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to burn less fossil fuel and thus produce less power. Effectively this means
shutting down some fossil fucled power plants.

People will not accept less electricity as a soluti:n when we are already
faced with an energy crisis that threatens our economy. Prusident Bush knew this
and was right to reject the Kyoto protocols until better, vicaner sources of electric
power could replace older, dirtier power plants. L

We need more non-greenhouse power source: such as conservation
measures, improved efficiency, renewables such as wind and solar, and the quiet
workhorse, nuclear power. All of these could be promotd celative to fossil fuels
by imposing a carbon tax. A modest tax, say 0.1 to 0.3 cents per kilowatt hour
of coal-generated electricity, would not have a serious imipact on the economy but
would serve to point the way toward non-greenhouse power. 1t would spur interest
in renewable sources and conservation and encourage utilitics to take advantage of
the new generation of nuclear power plants, which arc more economical, safer,
and faster to build.

Our politically conservative fricnds might object i the very idea of the
federal government trying to direct the market by imposing s carbon tax. The free
market, however, cannot solve pollution or global warming problems by itself,
because companies in competition must choose the cheapest method available. If
a few companies have higher standards for the sake of environmental principles,
they may lose market share and go bankrupt, but if all must meet the same !ugh
standard, they can all do so with a smile.

Thc regulations must be federal, not state, because polluted air and water
usually cross state boundaries. A carbon tax is a much Itss intrusive method than
direct regulation of every business that uses fossil fuels. The tax would be passed
along to consumers, motivating us all to prefer products made with non-greenhouse
energy.

If there are exotic new sources of energy to be fouad, a carbon tax would
encourage such research. In the meantime immediate benefits can be gained by
turning off unused lights, adding an insulating jacket w a hot water heater, or
tolerating a warmer house this summer. Wind and solsr power would also be
encouraged by a carbon tax, although they are still considerably more expensive
than coal power.

Nuclear power would be shghtly cheaper than coal power, encouraging this
clean, safe, long-term solution. The handling of nuclear waste will become less
of a problem with the new generation of nuclear plunts: Spent fuel can be
reprocessed, which allows the true waste (melted into glass) 1o become safe after
only 300 years, while the unused uranium (over 95 percent) is recycled to provide
clean energy for thousands of years.

This should all be good news for frogs. because unicss we have relatively
cheap, abundant energy, the economy will stump and other priorities will edge out
environmental cleanups. Regarding the ides of a carbon 1ax, the frog lobby will
no doubt make happy noises.

740 text

- .
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Spencer Abraham, Secretary of Energy _
1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham:
My preferences for U. S. energy policy.

L

Upgrade the insulation in all existing buildings, private and public, to current best

~ standards. Provide assistance to those lacking the means.

Upgrade the efficiency of lighting, heating and cooling in all buﬂdmgs to cum:nt best
standards. Provide assistance to those lacking the means.

Require all new construction to meet standards of best practice for sustainability, with
regard to how it is built and where it is located.

Push fuel efficiency and emission requirements on new vehicles to the practxcal limits.
Support research to increase the limits.

Develop a plan and incentives for mass transit, high speed trains, and other more .
efficient modes of transportation.

Provide assistance, in the form of technical guidance and incentives, so that industry
will convert to the most efficient motors and processes.

Upgrade the efficiency and emissions of existing powerplants to current best practice.

8. Require new powerplants to be high efficiency, gas fired, or better.

10.
1.

12.
13.

14.

Develop technology for zero-emissidn coal-fired plants. This would use pure oxygen
to burn the coal. The combustion products would be CO2 with small amounts of
other gaseous compounds, plus ash. The combustion products can then be
sequestered by pumping them deep underground, or into the deep ocean (provided the
environmental consequences on deep ocean ecology are not adverse). The cost of this
technology would be partially offset by eliminating stack scrubbers and disposal of the
resulting byproduct, and by allowing use of the cheapest grade of coal. '

Provide market stimulus to solar photovoltaic and other alternative sources.

suppon development of OTEC, initially in the equatorial Pacific Ocean, spreading
globally as the technology matures.

Develop a plan and initiate incentives for building a hydrogen infrastructure.

No nuclear plants until we agree the technology is safe and we have a means for
disposing of the radioactive waste.

What about fusion?
Sincerely, William H. Cutler

Chellimo (. Ct,,
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Dear Secretary Abraham,

According to CNN and what I've seen on the floor of the House and Senate, the
Democrats and some rogue Republicans have no concept of bad drilling in Alaska, to
say nothing about all the new technologias used today. They get their input from
people like the Sierra Club and Natural Resources Defense Council, etc., who are
radical environmentalists.

I suggest you get Air Force 1 and 2, load the lazy butted Legislators up and fly them up
there.

Then put them in smaller planes and take them across existing oilfields, not the
refineries, because the existing oilfield is what they need to see as that is what will be
done on the reserve. Then circle the entire ANWR, set down on the ground and et
them walk out 1/4 mile and then 1/4 mile back, so they can see that durn few
Americans, only the rich people, are going to be able to ses the “Pristine” reserve.

Then fiy them around the ANWR Coastal Piane area which was set aside for drilling
years ago.

Then set up meetings with the oil company’s environmental safaty groups up there, so
the new technology can be explained to them.

Then, If they continue to reject drilling in ANWR, it is a proven political move on their

part, and they have no proven concem for the safety of their constituents, )ust the
safety of their jobs.

Sincerely,

el e

Earl Ussery
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May 17, 2001
Presidemt George W. Bush
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Ave NW  2001-012794 5/22 P 12:00
Washington DC 20500 s

Dear President Bush, Vice President Cheney, et al.:

I write to voice my opposition and support of different aspects of the National Energy Policy report, as
distributed at www.whitehouse.gov. As a California resident, ] am amongst those taxpaying citizens who
have in the last year bore the brunt of problems with the nation's energy policies over the jast half
century. However, | strongly oppose reactionary responses which do not adequately take into account our
responsibility toward future generations. 1 believe in the proverb that we do not inherit the earth from our
ancestors, we merely borrow it from our descendants; and therefore, we have a responsibility to act as
careful stewards.

o 1 strongly oppose the opening up of federal lands held in the public trust to private exploitation,
especially in those wilderness areas like ANWR whose delicate ecosystems are extremely susceptible
to disturbance and destruction. .
Also, I do not not believe that using the auction fees from such companies bidding on such private
exploitation toward “good causes™ compensates for such activity. If the “good causes™ are worthy of
being funded, then it is reasonable commit American taxpayer dollars. Such funding should not be
tied to permitting the exploitation to take place.

« I strongly support increasing the CAFE (corporate average fuel economy) standards, especially
with respect to sport utility vehicies which should be held to passenger car standards, and not to
industrial/commercial light truck standards. 1 also support incentives for the development and wide
deployment of efficient hybrid (electric-gasoline) powered vehicles. This is a fine example of how
technological developments can provide for vastly improved conservation, without resorting
enforcing some kind of austerity on the American people.

o Istrongly support both manufacturer and consumer incentives for developing and deploying
conservation solutions in general. 1 disagree with Vice President Cheney’s early public statements
that conservation should play no role in the nation’s thinking about energy, later revised to
conservation only to play only a minor role. The report’s own numbers indicate that energy use
increased by 30% since 1973 while the economy grew 126%. This is the kind of impact that
conversation has had, and much remains that can be improved. -

Americans have much to be proud of, but we also have much to be ashamed of. We are by far the
most power-wasting people in the world. To recognize our individual, personal responsibility in

- making decisions about what we drive & buy and where & how we live, understanding that our
decisions make a difference to the country’s reliance on foreign oil, the emission of pollution into the
environment, the size of our monthly electric & gas bills and how much we pay at gas stations, etc..
thesc are worthwhile goals which should be espoused and supported by the government. Quality of
life isn’t just about material conveniences; and material conveniences can be achieved at a lesser
encrgy cost. Many European countries support a high quality of life withowt expending nearly as
much energy per capita as the United States does. We should look to lead, not lag, the world in
efficient energy usage, not merely lead the world in building more power plants.

Sincerely yours,

o

Ping Huang
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per J0F
| (b))
May 18, 2001

President George W. Bush ,
Washington, D.C.

Dear President Bush: o

I have read with great interest the news summarles of your
Adpministration's task force report on National Energy Policy
and would very much appreciate receiving a copy or theg rull text.
A8 a longtime student of energy I am now doing a lecture seriles
on energy and having access to the specifics of the proposal
would be of great help.

I hope this request is no imposition,

cerelgifours,

obert Ensl
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Democrats Take Aim at Bush’s Weak Spot |
‘Admzmstrauon s Ties to Energy I ndustry /
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3/22/01

- -

fionorable Dick Cheney
The Vice Preaident

I am in completo agreement that nuclear power must be an integral
pert of our national energy policy and electric energy supply
infrastructurc. Howcver, 1 am also persuaded that revitalisation of
the nucloar fission powor industry should be prodontcd and viowod

ac a bridging messure pending the further developmeant and imple-
mentation of nuclcar fugion powcr. Whercasc the NEPD Croup atmply
recommends that the,K Secretary of Energy be directed to develop -
fucion, I cubmit thcre are compelling reasons to accord fucion dovecl-
opment o high priority status as o misgion oricnted cndcavor

within the overall national energy plan.

I believe the involved sciontific community would gencrally agrcc
that with a properly funded and miseion oriented development effort,
the proapocts for ultimatc commorcialization of auclear fusion
power are quite bright, yielding the following advantages:

- 0 No radiocactive wastoa (othcr than trivial amounts xnduced in the
immediate roactxon chambor itcclf).

0O Virtually unlimi&od fuel supply (e.g.. naturally occurring
deuterium from seowoter).

O No greenhouse gases Or other environmental pollutants.

Nuclear fusion power has boon undecr research and development since
about 1953 by the Department of Energy (and its predecessor agancian).
The progrom was miesion orionted and ¢o funded until the early 1980s.
Soveral proposals in that time period for demonstration facilittasr

to establieh technical foasibility were denied funding. Instead, the
program was refocused om o research cffort (with concomitanfreduced
funding) to as3acs in part which of several porrible approaches

would yield the “idcal® commcrcialization technology. The program
continuves in thie m}nimnliat modo to thie day. In my view, had we
mainteined the progrem's orxiginal mission oricntation with
commensurate funding, we would now bc anticipating nuclear fusion
puwer commercialization within the next decade,

As it is, achieving nuclear fusion powcr commercialization etarting
now with & reenergized, revitalixod, properly funded and mission
oriented effort would require in thc opinion of many 30 to 40 years.
Howerver, given the previouely cited advantages (and with nuclear
fission power serving in the intorim), this would bae a mogt worthy
initiative that holds promise of incalculable benefit to the US

end world peoples and ogonomy. I would further suggest that restarting
us v Lhe road to commercialized nuclosr fusion power would bLie an
unparalleled legacy for the Bush/Cheney Administration.

__——) cc1 Honorable Spenccr Abraham, Sacratary of Enexgy : :

seph E, Machurek+*®

* Dept. of Energy retiree (1963)

Tod  HdoR:S zua;EZ'ﬁtii}f¢;)L—_ PN NHd MES WIMIRDIS MS1Q 034d]TS : uouy
4 .
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May 21,2001

Secretary Spenser Abraham

Department of Energy Second nuclear unit

1000 Independence Ave. SW for Wolf Creek

Washington, DC Edition 4 "=
20585

Dear Secretary Abraham:

Now that you have issued your Energy Policy — Where is the Implementation Plan that
puts the policy into concrete action? It appears to me that you need a very aggressive bold
initiative if you are to succeed in accomplishing your goals,

With the Congressional elections only a year and a half away that is about all the time
you have to show real progress .You don’t have time to dicker with the Democrats when
all they want is to throw every obstacle they can in your way. Your objective should be to
increase supply in those areas capable of providing the greatest increase in a relatively
short time - oil, gas, coal and nuclear, and the associated pipe lines and transmission
lines.

Although construction of a nuclear plant will take at least 5 years under the best of
conditions, the Department of Energy science report of May 8, 2001 on Yucca Mountain
should provide sufficient assurances that the facility will be in operation in 2006 and
ready to receive spent fuel That was a major accomplishment. The President’s decision
with respect to this facility should be made as quickly as possible to further the
confidence that the government is going to fulfill its commitment on schedule.

If California suffers from a shortage of transmission lines from the eastern electricity
suppliers, the Santa Fe railroad right of way from Kansas City to San Bernadino should
be evaluated as a possible path Other paths should be considered from Kansas to
Montana and the Northwest to alleviate the problems with the aluminum industry.

Sincerely,

do 0 et @‘m"“’

g S

= W
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PAUL W. ROSENBERGER

13 May, 2001

Mr. Spencer Abraham -

Secretary, U.S. Department of Energy ;
1000 independence Ave. SW '
Room 7A257 :
Washington DC, 20585

Dear Sir,

The energy plan that was recently released is seriously deficient. It
reflects the narrow perspective of the oil, gas, coal, and nuclear
industry. To come up with a plan that meets the needs and
expectations of the American people, the voices of the other
industries and interest groups need to be heard. This will challenge
and refine some of the one sided assumptions that characterize the
plan as currently written.

One of the most serious omissions is the failure to address energy
conservation fully and exhaustively. To all but ignore this option,
which should be the central feature of any energy plan, is frankly
difficult to understand.

Among the myriad opportunities that were ignored, one stands out in
-particular, because it is so obvious and overdue: Bringing the fuel
efficiency and emission standards of SUV's and light trucks in line
with other passenger cars. This would not only close a gaping loop
hole, but it would save huge amounts of oil over the years to come.

The current plan is a start at best, and needs to undergo a major re-
write and review before it is ready for implementation.

Sincerely,
o ,

g

Paul W. Rosenberger

S 20747
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S/ ty/n

‘'ne nonorable veorge w. Bush Re; Nationat! Fnergy Poiicy
rresiaent of tue unliea dvates

‘Tne wnite Ruude

Warnington b.C.

Dear fresident Busn,

1 unuerstnnd trom reliabie sources tnat there are tecnnologi#s
avaliavle saidsnte TO AEVELOp Machines ANd equipment Using Yenewabdle
and non-pnliuting energy matters that woula solve our power ana
trangportation prodiems

uging these Tremources plus olad standoys such ae Rrotar and wind
pover snouid pe a top riority in setting a nationai emergy policy.

- Sincereiy, -
- A - ‘
(,CIL-I'-L C .7 g ta—
— Ray C. pavis -7
cc. é
Dick Cneney, vice Vresident V/ - _J

Spencer Aoranam, Fnergy Secretary

Uregon Degsegation:
Sen. Gornon Smith
Sen. Mon Wygen

Hep. David Wu
HepoTeg. Walden
NepFari Bilumenauer
Hep. reter Derazio
Hep. Darlene looiley
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'Y
Secretary, The Od 7

From: cresbjomsont . : -

Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2001 12:08 PM h( c>

To: Secretary, The

Subject: Policy

FROM: ¢ b(& \

NAME: Carl D. Esbjomson
SUB IFCT: Policy

. b(0)

PARM.1: TO:the.secretary@hq.doe.gov

STATE: MT

TOPIC: Energy Policy/Energy “Crisis®

SUBMIT: Send Comments

CONTACT: email

COUNTRY: United States

MESSAGE: U.S. Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham is partly right
in saying that the cumrent energy “crisis” is because the

previous administration had no energy policy. However, not only
did the Clinton Administration have no energy policy but the
Reagan Admifiistration and the former Bush Administration had no
"energy policy, and neither does the current Bush Administration,
aside from a short-term policy of developing more energy sources,
nearly all of them fossil fuels, including plundering the ANWR,

in order to co

MAILADDR: Hc)
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Monday, May 21, 2001 N
-Norm Campbeli

I j B

The White House

The Honorable Dick Cheney

Vice PresSident of the United States
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. Vice President,

I would like to congratulate you and your staff in the creation of our nations first
energy policy within the last twenty years. Many of us working in the energy
industry are excited about the correct path you have laid for our country. As you
have stated, we can have low cost energy and protect our environment. It is done
everyday and to those that think otherwise, we say come work in our shoes for a
few moments prior to leveling judgement.

More recently, | have been involved in a graduate program in Energy
Management at New York Institute of Technology, and one of our assignments
included the creation of a synopsis of potential opportunities for our country with
respect to energy. At our professor's request, we were to provide our ideas to
people of influence. | would like to submit my final paper as a reference point for
the ideas of an academic and as a worker in the energy industry (electric and gas
utility). Perhaps, this crude document might provide some benefit, but it should
help to solidify your vision in so much as the common person supports your new
plans because it is the right thing to do.

Again, please accept my suppon in your efforts to help our country continue to
flourish as the world leader in energy. -

Sincerely,

/.

Norm Campbell
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The White House

The Honorable Dick Cheney

Vice President of the United States
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. Vice President,

I would like to congratulate you and your staff in the creation of our nations first
energy policy within the last twenty years. Many of us working in the energy
industry are excited about the correct path you have laid for our country. As you
have stated, we can have low cost energy and protect our environment. It is done
everyday and to those that think otherwise, we say come work in our shoes for a
few moments prior to leveling judgement.

More recently, | have been involved in a graduate program in Energy
Management at New York Institute of Technology, and one of our assignments
included the creation of a synopsis of potential opportunities for our country with
respect to energy. At our professor’'s request, we were to provide our ideas to
people of influence. 1 would like to submit my final paper as a reference point for
the ideas of an academic and as a worker in the energy industry (electric and gas
utility). Perhaps, this crude document might provide some benefit, but it should
help to solidify your vision in so much as the common person supporis your new
plans because it is the right thing to do.

Again, please accept my support in your efforts to help our country continue to
flourish as the world leader in energy.

Sincerely,

.

Norm Campbell
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Energy to Spare

A Comprehensive Energy Policy for the
United States

- -

_We begin 2001 with rolling electricity blackouts in California, natural gas prices at levels
never before seen in our country’s history, continually increasing heating oil costs, limited
supply of gasoline, and severe limitations on alternative or substitute forms of energy. This is
a bleak picture of rising consumption and demand while supply is reducing. So what can be
done to solve this crisis? Over the history of this country, one trait is always evident. We rally
around a crisis and solve it for the greater pood of all. A national energy policy is just such an
opportunity to come together as a tcam 1o gain success. Over the past few years, energy issves
were a distant object of attention, but now we are forced 10 deal with the situstion. We can not
afford to sit idle and watch as costs increase without check, but we must have leadership on
the issue. This leadership must come from our nation's capitol and it must come in the form of
a team recommendation with concrete actions and realistic timelines.

This energy policy team must dea) with three main issues: Increasing supply, decreasing
consumption, and developing a governance and implementation plan. This seems simple at
first, however as in peeling an onion to reveal many layers, the complexity of this problem is
as great as any test this country may face in the next twenty years. It will test our true
convictions of service and stewardship, cooperation and consensus, and sacrifice.

The opening salvo of this new policy must get 10 the root of the economic issues of supply
and demand. We must enhance supply of energy by increasing crude oil delivery, increasing
refining capacity, building more electricity generation, and drilling additional natural gas
wells. We must also look to do these things while not harming the environment. A delicate
balance can be struck if we look to technology and our innovative spirit. One can not live at
cither extreme, and compromise within acceptable limits will certainly advance owr common
cause. We need to develop alternative systems of energy from hydrogen fuel cells, to
renewable energy sources such as solar, ethanol and bio-diesel. Searching for solutions
without boundaries is where we can achieve a true paradigm shift.

However, supply is only one side of the equation. We must work to reduce our use and
dependence on energy sources. Conservation is a great opportunity 1o have everything at less
cost. By simply replacing old inefficient equipment, improving building envelopes, or
changing our habits, we can make a great difference in available supply. By using less, we
make more available for those times when we need it. However, we can’t do this on our own,
government and business must partner with us to provide options and reasons 1o say yes. This
can be through better products, improved terms, or many other means, but they must lend a
hand in the battle.

Finally, there must be an implementation plan and a governance team for this endeavor, We
must have leadership as well as representation. Only through participation, cooperation,
consensus and sacrifice will we achieve our goals. The federal government via the
Department of Energy must provide the framework. Each state must also be at the table, as

2
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well as industry, environmental stewards, and the average citizen. With all stakeholders
playing an integral part of the system, we can craft a policy and implementation plan that will
help the entire country. The road to success will not be casy and many disagreements will
happen. However, when we are able to acknowledge and dea) with various needs in a positive
and open atmosphere, we will obtain long- term success.

We desperately need leadership with respect to this country’s energy issues. For too long we
have had no voice of reason that places America first. We have moved in fractured and
separate ways and the time has come to rally around this crisis. The stakes are high and may
include our economic leadership in the global marketplace. A national energy policy with
strong and diverse Jeadership will light the path to our future success if we choose to work as
a team. Only time and history will tell.
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. Where Are We Now?

Natural gas prices climbed over ten dollars per mmBtu and gasoline prices peaked over two
dollars per gallon. We find Califomnia in the midst of an electricity shortage and rolling
blackouts are the norm instead of the exception. Consumers are being pinched in every comer
of their pocketbook when it comes to heating or cooling their home and filling their vehicles
fuel tank. This picture is not very appealing and shows little hope of improving in the short
term as continued high prices and scarcity of product are predicted throughout the year.

Events such as these do not happen in a two or three year time frame. It requires a continued
disregard 10 the small signals blinking a subtle warning for anention. In the case of our
country, the Jeaders have béen distracted to other affairs and become drunk on the successes
of the technology sector. Small signs of pressure such as reduction of natural gas wells and oil

~wells in service were present. Meanwhile construction of new power plants to meet energy
hungry industries grew at record paces. Changes in consumer demographics to large vehicles
such as SUV's signaled a mood swing that was not heard by our leaders. New environmental
regulations promoted wholesale changes in energy, manufacturing and restricted markets but
the changes moved slowly as to escape detection. These are but a few factors that set the stage
for our current energy play.

Since it took a few years to arrive at this location it will also take a few years to move towards
our energy goals. One simple fact underlies this country’s success and ability to perform
economically - Jow cost and reliable energy. So how do we move to this nirvana of victory for
all stakeholders? Through a concerted effort on all parties with the ability to listen and
compromise for the greater good of our country. This will not be easy, but the stakes are high.
The current shake of our economic foundation sent ripples through all comers of our country
and the globe. We can not afford to create the energy depression that will rival the financial
depression of the 1930's, which sent countries 10 the brink of ruin and the world to the edge of
destruction. :

Our country is a Bt carnivore. We consume a vast quantity of energy for everyday life and
our existence. The United States Department of Energy states that the energy consumption in
our country has increased over 25% in the past twenty years with 11% of that increase
bappening in the past 6 years. Much of this can be attributed to our increase in economic
performance; however, we have strayed from the conservation approach of the early 1970's.
So what does the picture tell us concerning how we use energy and approach the issues of our
energy policy? In simple terms the decrease or leveled costs of our energy in the past years
has created a great complacency for individual and business use of energy. So lets gain some
basic perspective on this situation. In Europe it is common to pay over four dollars per gallon
equivalent for gasoline. In the United States, we seem to create a great uproar when the price
escalates to the two-dollar level. In Tokyo, residential customers pay in excess of nineteen
cents for a kilowart-hour of electricity. In retrospect, the most expensive power in the United
States hovers near sixieen cents per kilowati-hour for a residential customer. The great -
majority of customers pay near ten-cents for a kilowatt-hour. This pattern is repeated and even
more dramatic in the business sector where costs are typically lower due to volume

purchasing.

Knowing the basics of some our particulars, let us review some other pertinent statistics for
the United States. Over the past twenty-five years, the average price of electricity rose from
$0.057 per kWh 10 $0.06) per kWh. However, the price peaked in 1982 at $0.087 per kWh.

5
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So for the past 18 years, we have had a decrease in the average price. Since 1982, gasoline
prices fluctuated between $1.22 and $1.15 per gallon for unleaded (on average). Again, costs
are reducing for the general consumes. This same patiern can be found in all forms of energy
including natural gas, fuel oil, and the like. Basically, we have had a great twenty-year nin

with respect to costs.

Pricing cenainly has been good, but how does the product mix look today for the United
States? We basically Jook 1o the following fuel sources to produce our energy: coal, crude oil,
natural gas, nuclear energy, natural gas liquids, and renewables. Crude oilis by far the base
leader at over 35% of the input to our energy. Of this over 22% is imported into the United
States. The remaining distributions show that coal accounts for 23% of the inputs, natural gas
for 19%, nuclear for 8%, renewables for 7%, and natural gas liquids for 3% (5% from other
mports coke, electricity, coal). Other interesting facts concemning the product mix include that
we have about 27% of out energy sources imported, we use over 82% in fossil fuels 1o
produce energy, 34% of energy is used in residential/commercial applications, 37% in
industrial application, and 26% in transportation. Now that we understand a little more
—concerning our use and mix, it is time to create a new paradigm for the future.

The one thing missing from this data set is the environmental impact of all this use. Many
studies have been provided in the past years conceming air, water, and land quality.
Consumption inherently indicates that there are impacts to our environment. We see this in
the major cities such as Los Angeles and New York during the summer. We also see this in
the coal mining regions where entire mountains are leveled for fuel. We also see it when
following a car beiching various exhausts into the air. There have been great strides since the
carly 1970’s, but attention must be drawn in this area to maintain our movement to maintain
or improve our environment. Scientists are continually debating the impacts, and for the sake
of this paper, we will assume that curvent levels of emissions are baselines that can not be
increased. This line in the sand, states that we need to think smarter about our effectiveness of
use not just the efficiency of direct application.

The preceding discussion focused on the facts of our use. A simple Pareto analysis shows that
petroleum is the largest contributor to consumption followed closely by natural gas and coal.

- The same analysis shows that our use is concentrated in the industrial and residential
/commercial sector. In simple problem solving processes, one concentrates their efforts on the
largest areas to gain the best “bang for one's buck”. We will focus our improvement
discussion in these areas. However, before we get into the details of the policy
recommendation, we must create some basic requirements of the policy. This would include,
case of comprehension at all levels. Everyone in the country should understand and see the
impact to their daily life. It should promote action and not ambivalence by individuals,
groups, and corporations. The policy must acknowledge diverse opinions, but also creates an
understanding that each stakeholder must sacrifice something so that we will all gain. Finally,
the policy must promote advances, innovation, and shifting of the national energy paradigm.
This paper will certainly not be able to cover all of the details required for a nation of 270
million souls, bowever we will touch on the most important points to assist in the
development of a framework which can help to build the implementation.
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The Policy

A successful energy policy must address supply, consumption, and o
implementation/governance. Each of these areas is important to every stakeholder ms_xdc and
outside of the borders of the United States. The following general blueprint will provide a
standard approach and process to cur energy issues with the expectation of improving our
complete process. Our policy should create a level playing field of interaction far all parties.
Also, this policy should create an ease of assimilation in that other groups.can develop their
own policy in concen with the larger national policy. Figure one shows the impact of this new
energy policy process. Once we view this as a continuous cycle, we will focus our energies in

the proper direction.

G\vlronmg,,’ ‘

Supply

If we approach our energy policy in the form of a process, the first place to concentrate is the
supply. We must think of energy in the end use application of the supply. Where are we
sending our supply? This will lead us to reconsider the needed sources of supply. As noted
above, the United States imports over 27% of its energy needs. At first blush, it would appear
that this is a good mix. However, looking closer, the majority of imports focus on crude oil,
which is mainly used in industrial and transportation circles. Extrapolating this forward shows
that we have over 70% of our transpontation fuel imported. This produces a potential problem
in the area of control. Simply stated, if we import the majority of our crude for transportation
we do not control our own destiny in the application of pricing of this commodity. So bow do
we address this issue? There are two main methods to alleviate supply and demand concemns:
one - increase controllable supply and two - use an alternative or substitute product.

The main focus of crude oil centers on transportation. There are really a few major concerns
that must be addressed to improve our supply. First we must increase domestic production of
crude oil. This is not a favorite idea of environmental groups; however, the United States does
have a large quantity of untapped crude reserves that should be accessed. However, this does
not mean a company can pillage the area without controls and limitations. The new harvesting
areas must be maintained to harbor the life normal to these areas. A partnership of
govemment, corporations, and environmental concerns must have a role toplay in the
process. Each stakeholder will work 1o compromise due to the nature of our supply problems.
The use of newer harvesting technology with the financial incentive for proper stewardship of
the land, will work to keep impacts to a minimum. Examples include directional drilling. This
would allow for harvesting of coastal oil reserves while minimizing the risk to ocean and
shore wildlife. Options such as this would enable the tapping of vast reserves on either coast
as well as Alaskan oil reserves. In combination, projections show that the United States could
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gain up to 40% of the supply needs from this harvesting. Another option, that is Jess
controversial, centers on the development of altemnatives to crude oil. This certainly appeals to
most stakeholders, however many research and development dollars must be focused here.
Alternatives such as bio-diese, ethanol, and others certainly show promise. There must be a
combination of manufacturers of end-use equipment, developers, and government to make
this a reality. In simple terms, the auto/transpontation industry and suppliers must be brought
to the table 10 commit 10 this process. Government can provide the means to nudge or force
this effort through numerous means including R&D programs and/or enactment laws.
However, it is more desired to create a willing partnership rather than force the issue. A
combination between companies and the government must be formed with a single vision and
aggressive goals to create alternative vehicles. We bave seen time and time again, that when
our county is pushed into a comer and the stakes seems high, we will respond with great
results through innovation and determination. The basics components have been in existence
for many years, we simply need 1o dust off the covers and rally around the cause. The
incentive is new markets in which our country can dominate. Alternative fuel transportation
cenainly is a fractured market that is ripe for leadership and who better to lead than our auto

~industry. Focus of fuels should include those that can be developed from alternative sources
such as corn, soybeans, water (hydrogen) and the like. These options will also greatly increase
the emission issues and reduce fossil fuel burning.

Pewroleum offers many options, but we can also make gains in the area of natural gas and coal.
Again, we must understand the application of each to help focus on the supply. Natural gas
enjoys use in many process applications including home heating, electricity production, and
industrial application. Coal is primarily used in the production of electricity. Current
application lends to the need for these fuel supplies. Increases in harvesting of cach pose some
extensive difficulties from an environmental viewpoint. However, increases in application of
either of these sources in a substitution effort with petroleum, will certainly increase the
opportunity for self-reliance on fuel inputs. Suffice to say, that it this recommendation that
coal levels be allowed to increase at the rate of inflation to apply towards the production of
electricity while we increase the harvesting of natural gas reserves. Further explanation in the
consumption and application areas will help to shed light on this recommendation.

Other areas of fuel input from renewables to nuclear, offer the greatest opportumnities for our
country in low emission applications. From an environmental aspect, we need to continually
look to increase these applications until we have an even balance of application across the
board. Nuclear offers some great opportunities in the application of emerging reactor
technology. The general fear of nuclear use must be overcome to advance this application. We
must look to create an accepted reactor configuration much like the controls in place in France
and Japan. This will allow for ease of inspection and construction of new facilitics. In the
past, one of the main problems with the US nuclear program centered on the misconception
that competition would develop the best product. In this case, a standardized design would
create the safest and most reliable output. We must be able to mimic other country’s success
in the nuclear energy arena as it offers unlimited long term potential. Along with this, we
must consider retiring older and less effective plants. Waste disposal is certainly a problem
that needs attention. Unfortunately, the answer lies in storage, but new technology offers
hopes for safe disposal of reactor material. The final piece centers on renewables. This
includes wind, solar, biomass, hydro, and others. For the long terms (>50 years), this option is
the most desired. However, the technology is still in infancy of application at acceptable cost
levels. The focus for our energy policy in this area must be in research and development. We
must continue to develop these aliernative sources as to increase their percentage of use and
application. Only time, money, and focus will enable us to have a tue renewable energy
resource. Cooperatives between government and industry are the only answer to this puzzle.
Shared knowledge in a spirit of cooperation and not competition is needed. To best
accomplish this, we should mimic the model of Japan where the government helps to
subsidize development and shares the knowledge with many manufacturers. Once a system is
developed the manufacturers compete on ability to produce with the greatest efficiency to
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capture market share. This model would place all players on the same team in the renewable
search while we are anempting to create viability. Once viable, competition will naturally
flourish and should be promoted. Again, this is an incredible shift of a paradigm with respect
to nuclear and renewable supply; however, we must do these things to change our portfolio of

energy resources.

Much as an investor balances a stock portfolio to reduce risk, our country must look to
balance the energy-input portfolio to reduce risks associated with price, availability, and
environmental concerns. The ability to rely on all aspects of supply from pefroleum to
renewable sources with equal weight will reduce our country’s risk and exposure for the long
term. We will also increase efficiency and our living space. A full spirit of cooperation must
be available from all stakeholders to make this idea work. The concept of compromise is
difficult under today's positions, but we must focus on the future and the greater good to reach
our next stage of world leadership in energy supply.

Consumption

As in any basic cconomic model supply is balanced via demand or in our case consumption.
Control over consumption is a key component 1o the national or any energy policy. Using our
Pareto analysis, we will focus on the industrial and commercial/residential sectors for the
largest efforts while not neglecting the transportation side of the equation. Since, consumption
bas increased over the past years in all areas; we must focus on a reduction of this
consumption or an alteration of the needed supply if consumption can not be curbed. This
should be the main focus on the demand side. For many years, our country advocated demand
side management in the electricity industry. The time has come once again 1o develop this
focus with respect to our energy use. So our policy needs to address issues central to
industrial, residential, commercial, and transportation sectors.

1n the industrial sector, our policy must cover adoption of alternative sources and reduction of
use (conservation). In the past few years, most industrial and large commercial users of
energy have focused their attention on deregulation of their supply. The conventional wisdom

was that if the commodity was allowed to trade like any other, they would be abie to reduce
their cost. The main problem is that energy is not like other commodities in application,
transponation, and creation. Due to the volatility supply and demand moves faster than most
companies can manage and this leads to incredible swings in prices. The underlying issue
centers on the cost to do business and increases in electricity, oil, and natural gas as seen in
2000 can cripple the business sector like so many plagues of locusts. The key to success lies
in the more effective use of energy and the creation of substitutes.

In the early 1970’s and through the mid- 1980’s, demand side management was very much in
vogue. This program focused on the reduction in use. Today, we should once again focus on
conservation. Companies must use premium high efficiency motors, efficient lighting, new
boiler systems, and so forth. The decreases available through conservation may be as much as
ten percent of the nations energy use. Since there is a Jarge outiay of capital, our governments
can become involved through low or interest free loans to increase full building envelope and
applications to maximum efficiency. Through the use of municipal bonds and other -
govemnment issues, we can assist and stimulate the transformation of energy use within our
businesses. We can also provide the same support in the use of alternative supply of energy. If
companies can diversify the use of energy within a facility to use no more than 40% of any
one energy source, we should reward these companies for innovation. An example of this
could take the form of using 15% renewable resources, 40% normal electricity generation,
20% natural gas use, and 10% heat recovery application, 10% energy storage, and 5% non-
energy envelope improvements. The benefits include reduced reliance on a single energy
source and potential self-reliance from traditional energy paradigms. Again, innovation must
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be rewarded by our government agencies to assist companies willing to attempt new ideas
through the first few years of financial hardship.

Business improvements are relatively simple to induce through incentives that promote
profitability. However, residential customers are not nearly as easy to convince. A recent
estimate from EPRI noticed that over 70% of residential energy users favored using
renewable resources, but only 10% were willing to pay additional fees to have this option.
This point is used to illustrate the challenging nature of mass marketing of an idea. Once
again, we need to address conservation and alternative fuel use, and the best method of
changing the paradigm is through direct effect on the family budget via tax incentives.

Conservation has always been a tough sell due to the cost of alterations. The direct costs
incurred in changing windows, doors, adding insulation, buying new cfficient equipment and
the like cause a direct decrease in the residential pocketbook. Choosing between food and
clothing or a new energy efficient washer and dryer is an easy selection but.one that does not
yeduce consumption. In years past, governments have stepped to the plate with tax deductions.

—Even today, Indiana offers several tax incentives for home improvement. 1t is time to dust
these off and advertise their existence. A strategic marketing efiort must be created to build
awareness and a sense of urgency. Along with the re-introduction of tax credits and
marketing, the governments must invest in more programs like the million solar roof
initiative. These programs display, promote, and assist in reducing the cost of the products.
Working with Jocal utility companies and regulators to once again offer DSM programs which
provide rebates that are paid through surcharges over twenty years also assists in reducing the

* direct personal investment. We are not advocating a free Junch or give-away programs, but
rather a concerted effort by our regulators, utilities, and governments to provide a small push
in the right direction. There arc many other potential avenues within the natural gas and
electricity world to help consumers reduce use, but these focus on response to market price
signals. This is a long-term solution that creates winners and losers under current conditions
and should be more clearly developed before it is released on the populace. California and
New York (this summer) will help to provide the realities of poor regulatory alterations.

The other avenue for inprovement in the residential sector focuses on the use of alternatives
or substitute energy supplies. Again, price signals provide the best incentive for movement,
but we rmust have a developed infrastructure. Changes in regulations, tax codes, building
codes, and the like will reduce barriers to entry. This would include a creation of a national
interconnection standard for distributed generation. Currently no such animal exists and [EEE
can not determine one due to member political positions. We must overcome this small part 10
allow for ease of substitution of electric product. This will assist in the adoption of solar, fuel
cell, and other new products st the residential Jevel through a reduction in costs. National
standards will also assist in creating improved safety of such systems for all involved. Again,
there must be changes in tax codes to promote the construction, use and installation of
alternative sources. Perhaps we could have a diversification credit based on using multiple
sources at one location. This would reduce overall cost and increase reliability if properly
designed. Building codes must also be changed to promote alternative resource application in
energy and indirect efficiency. Again, our leaders must step forward to help, but the
individuals must also accept this help and try something new. 1t is almost a "catch 22"

_ however, current energy prices certainly will help motivate everyone to action.

The final piece of the puzzle focuses on transportation. The reductions available within
vehicles is very evident based on the mileage per gallon of our transportation means. Over the
past 150 years, our country has developed many means of mechanized locomotion, but by far
the automobile is the most popular of them all. Americans are in love with their vehicles.
From the muscle cars of the sixties to the SUV's of the 1990's, we enjoy speed, power, and
size. Many a writer has stated that for American's, their vehicle is a direct representation of
their persona. This is the challenge one faces if you'promote aherations to transportation in
our county. However, the main method of achieving this can be done through the increase in
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- gallon for new vehicles can save millions of barrels of crude over the life span of these

“implementation and Governance

the minimum mileage rates for automobiles and trucks. A simple increase in 5 miles per

vehicles. Technology is readily available to make these alterations, but it must be mandated
since manufacturers and consumers do not have a great incentive (unless current gasoline
prices continue to rise and reach the $3 to $4 dollar level) to change. Another and more
radical idea centers on a punitive measure with respect to low fuel efficiency. A great case can
be made to charge an efficiency penalty to those driving vehicles with average mileage below
twelve miles per gallon. The focus of this would be non-business vehicles (hauling, transport
of goods, and the Iike) that are used as a family vehicle or that are so old as to be an efficiency
detriment. This surcharge will affect many people in many unpopular ways, however, if we
are to be serious concerning consumption, there must be an effort to upgrade to better
technology or pay the appropriate costs of choices against these ideas. Finally, development
of alternative fuel vehicles and zero emission vehicles would also assist in reducing energy
consumption of fossil fuels. There are current programs, but these require time and seed
money or at least tax abatements to help move from the drawing board to reality.

in the previous section, supply and consumption were briefly discussed; however, no process
can be fully developed without implementation plans and a method of governance. In the case
of our energy policy, implementation should focus on national and state Jevel with
corresponding governance. The key to success lies in the coordination of the effort between
agencies, providers, regulators, consumers, and other stakeholders.

Before we discuss implementation, we must focus on governance of the process. As much as
everyone dislikes the idea of another government agency, we should have one focused solely
on the implementation of the energy policy. To use existing agencies would assist in this
process, so we would propose the-Departinent of Energy create a special energy policy focus
group in place. This group would be composed of several subgroups (Please see Figure 2 for
more detail). :

Energy Policy Govemance Group

Figure 2: Energy Policy Governanc

The main focus is a coordinated effort to address the issues surrounding the energy policy.
With DOE as the lead and representing a cross-functional teamn composed of members of the
subgroup, the govemnance group can provide pertinent and diverse opinions with respect to
implementation, governance, and any other issues that may affect the energy policy of our
country. Once all the stakeholders have a place at the table, a proper dialogue can ensue.

Initially, this dialogue must focus on the implementation of a national energy policy. This is
where the leaders must take a firm stand. The decisions and ideas will not be popular with
every group. Raising fees 1o low fuel mileage vehicle owners will certainly not belp re-
election campaigns. Increasing expenditures and reducing revenues through new incentive
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programs will reduce the opportunity for pork barre] projects and shift spending. However,
the reasons for this course of action is sound. The US is in en economic leadership position to
a great exient because we have inexpensive and reliable energy for our businesses and homes.
The current state of energy in our country is a potential epic crisis in the making if not address
with the proper respect. So how does the group start the implementation?

As in any new product or program, education is a key component. America must be educated
on the plan and the reasons for the action. The message must be continuous and unwavering
from the attacks of special interest groups. There will be attacks from all sides to include
people claiming damage to the environment due to increased exploration and those that say
the increases in mandated efficiency standards will make their products too expensive.
However, there must be a give and take on all sides and continuous messaging surrounding
the issue will help 10 maintain stable information. The second step is to obtain a follow-up or
cooperative policy from each state. If the states can follow the lead of the national policy, it
will provide for incredible unity of purpose in every comer of the Jand. This will be incredibly
difficult as one now must deal with incredible complexities on a fifty-fold level. However,

- nothing worthwhile is ever easy to obtain. One must also obtain the agreement of the majority

of business interests. As their products fuel the future, they will play an integral part in the
success of an energy policy. For business, it is a simple equation. Does the policy and
subsequent results make us better able to compete on a global scale? If the answer is yes, they
will follow the DOE lead. Having their input in the governance group will certainly make this
process easier. The final piece of the puzzle is the support of government in the form of the
clected officials. This will be the most challenging process since they hold the purse strings of
tax relief and spending. There is no easy method to gain acceptance by this group, but they
will move to the concerns of their constituents, and the continuous marketing campaign
should help to set the stage for successful lobbying efforts.

We are faced with an incredible set of choices in this country with respect to energy. Low cost
and reliable resources has made this country what it is today, but it can also help to take our
advantage away. The main efforts of a national energy policy must concentrate on increasing
supply of energy, reducing consumption, and providing a coordinated means of
implementation and governance. Simply stated, it is a process that requires the proper
mapping. If we determine the blueprint and follow the directions, we will succeed. 1f we
chose to disregard our own indicators, than we will be doomed 10 a slow and agonizing period
of increased costs, decreased quality of life, and continuous fire fighting with respect to
energy emergencies.

This country’s greatest strengths are also some of its largest weaknesses. We can see this in
the problems with our energy policy today. Attempts at deregulation in the electricity industry
have been met with disastrous results as California faces daily blackouts and we attempt to
move large blocks of power through a transmission system ill suited for this endeavor. We see
it in the refinery capacity reaching record levels and still unable to meet demands due to
restrictive manufacturing regulations and limitations on pew investment in capital. One can
also see this in the efforts of businesses to hamper the introduction of ahernative systems

~ much as the auto industry has stifled innovation against the combustion engine. Finally, we

see the well-intended efforts of environmental extremism preventing the exploration for
natural gas and artificially creating supply shortages. We must all come to accord, that our
efforts must be to the greater good of the country and find compromise through the
application of technology and intelligence. Once we throw our full weight to this problem, the
US will once again stand ready to bave many years of low cost, reliable, plentifu), and
environmentally friendly energy. -
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5001-013220 5/29 348,

Secretzsy of Energy

US Dceparument of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue
Washingion, DC 20585

Subject: National Energy Policy
Energy Conservaiive Housing

Congratulations on the recent release of a comprehensive National Energy Policy. The document seems
extremely well researched for such a complex issue. | would like 10 suggest an imporant amendment that ought 10
be included because it will encourage community planners 1o place more emphasis on the third dimension in future
housing projects. } - '

We need 10 utilize the third dimension more effectively in laying out our communities. Currenthy. the
residences offices stores eic. of owr cities are spread out mostly over a two dimensional.grid. and consequentiy we
suffer great inefficiencies in gening about. 1t takes too much time and energy to go from point A to point B, and the
heiter-skelter spread of goods and services throughout the community forces us 10 make many trips. Are all these
trips really necessary’ ‘ '

The concept of Energy Conservative Housing suggests that many of our trips would not be necessary if
we made better use of the third dimension. The concep! has been around for many years‘yﬂ § lhmif the merit of the
housing design has not been fully appreciated. | urge you to study Energy Conservative Housing and then re-
shape the tax laws to encourage the construction of new cnery-cﬂ_icuem 2partments as described befow. - 4

Upwards into the third dimension we go. We design a large multi-siory apartment 'l'xmldmg \?'nh

_ comfonable middie class features in every apartment. But we reserve the ground floor for commercial enterprises
| that primarily serve the needs of the residents on the floors above but aiso fully accessible 10 customers who live
i partment complex. )
ouside m;h‘ink what this :esign does for the residents. They can live a comfonab!e life. They can move around
Quickly, atmost effontiessly within their own building. They can obtain their groceries, njedxcmcs. shoes or books
within their own building . . . no need to hop in the car and travel 20 miles to gather supplies or acquire services. A
medical clinic in the building might eliminate 2 lot of travel 10 physician's offices.  The building might be nearly
seif sufficient so automobile errands to distant stures or service providers would be greatly reduced. The residents
would be far less dependent on the bile: their cost of living would be down-sized: their lives would be
enriched by the gift of extra time-saved. A schoothouse and a police station might also be included in the design. A
few of the residents might even work downstawrs in the commercial sector. and never-ever have 10 think about
commuting.

Think what this design does for the community at large. The movement of foods and supplies and people
through the community would be much mare efficient. Less travel required. Traffic congestion and air pollution
reduced. Total fuel consumption in the communiy much reduced. All the benefits of energy conservation. Less
wear and (ear on Cily strees. Fewer accidents. Commuiers on average less stressed out by travel over fess crowded
thoroughfares. A small ciry composed of several well spaced Energy Conservative Housing units intermingled
with single family homes would offer many benefits, bist would nos necessarily appeal 1o everyone.

It would be 2 blessing for elderly people like me. and those unfortunate handicapped peopie who are
strapped in wheelchairs could five free of the many hassies they now endure.  No maffic problems. Safe and secure.
1f | could live in such a place | would likely give up my automobile, and on rare occasions I'd summon 2 1axi for
disiant errands.  Wouldn't it be ‘nice if } could just go downstairs and do my shopping or take a moming
constitutional in the mall.

No response necessary. Just do it

Copyto: President G.W. Bush " _RobentE Heath . —x.
.. Secretary of HUD )
House Commitiee on Energy and Commerce

White House Office of Science and Tech Policy
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' 2001-013207 5/29 2:32

MEL BERNSTEIN b UD

Poote Vedra Beach, F1 32082

May 23,200+

Dear Secretary Abraham,

The enclosed letter appeared in the Florida Times Union, Jacksonville's top

- paper: The interesting fact is that | received 28 phone calls from peopile | did not
know—all expressing their agreement with my letter. There were two
disapprovais. Whereas that is not a professional poll, It is a positive reaction that
belies what the extreme, vocal environmentalists and the media keep putting out.
1 fee! it indicates the public accepts and/or agrees that we must increase
exploration and production as fast as humanly possibie.

Best wishes for your continued success.

Sincerely,

e Ben i




ENERGY CRISIS

Take action now

We have a serious energy crisis.

1t is the result of no action by
President Clinton ‘:o adopt any
positive policy or action to
prevent te:::gy crigis. He embraced
the extreme vocal environment
groups' stand, preventing addi-
tional exploration, new refining
facilitiea and electrical power
plants.

In addition, the members of the
Organization of Petroleurn Ex-
porting Countries we saved from
Iraq have shown no appreciation.
In the past year, they bave con-
tinued to decrease the amount of
oil they have pumped. That has
been disruptive to our economy
and has cost our ctizens dearly.
1t is the princpal cause of our in-
flstion. It is vital that we in-
Cresse our OWD energy resources.
We wust:

* Authorize oil exploration in
Alagka and other, areas in.oot?

country by quﬂ:.hd exploration

organizations.

* Authorize the construction of
new refining faslites.

* Authorize gnd encourage
building of pew electric power
plants.

* Adopt the rational, reason-
able, necessary attitude that our
dtizens' well-being is more umn-
portant than the well-being of
the tsi tsi fly or the snail darter.

New technology will allow con-
struction of vital facilities with-
out ruining the environment or
killing wildlife. But if it does
come down to that, we must de-
cde in favor of bumans.

The extreme vocal environmen-
talists drive automobiles, have
electric lighta, air-corditioning,
heating, microwaves — even
computers — in their homes.
They must realize that they
won't be able to use those things
uniess they allow us to increasew
our domestic energy sourcas for
national security, s healthy econ-
omy and our citizens' normal liv.
ing.

We have the oil and gas in our
borders; it is idiotic to 1gnore 1t.
Conservation, while desirable,
will not give us the energy we
need now and in the future.

MEL BERNSTEIN
Ponte Vedra Beach
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Shiriey Hall

May 23, 2001

Mr. Spencer Abraham

Secretary, U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave. SW

Room 7A257 e

Washington DC, 20585 2001-013912 6/8 A 10:25
Dear Sir,

" Your energy plan needs much more emphasis on conservation and
alternative-energy. :

True, conservation will not get us there all the way, but it will get us
a lot further if we had a real commitment to apply our best
technological know-how to the problem. Americans are such an
inventive people, surely we can do better than the Europeans who
somehow manage to live very well without wasting as much energy
as we do.

One conservation step that is long overdue and which requires only
legislative action, is to extend the fuel efficiency and emission
standards that apply to standard cars to SUV's and light trucks.
These vehicles are overwhelmingly used for personal transportation

and it is about time that they abided by the same rules as other cars.

Alternative energy is nomlnaﬂy more expensive than fossil fuel
derived energy, but when one considers the indirect cost of pollution
that is avoided, alternative energy becomes a lot more attractive.

Please incorporate these ideas in your energy plan.

ke pect

Sincergly,

Mrs. Shirley
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President George W. Bush

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W.
Washington, DC 20500

23 May, 2001

Dear Mr. Pr&cident,

Your recent: ;il?ghn contains some good points but it falls way short in
energy conservation. We were led to believe by your recent public statements
that conservation was going to be a significant factor in your plan, but it is at
best a start.

The United States uses more energy per capita than any other nation in the
world. Part of the reason for that is that we have not really tried to conserve,
except for a brief, aborted attempt during the Carter administration.
Therefore we have the potential for huge savings, a potential that we must
realize if we are to be considered responsible members of the international
society of nations. This does not mean lowering our standard of living, it
merely means creatively applying our world class technology to use energy
more efficiently.

Your own gi\ﬁ_r_gx_gggg;nnznt has developed many ideas along those lines.
Together with industry, they should develop a blue print for energy

effidency. This would result in permanent savings that will bear dividends
Oor many years to come.

4/0%7 Vigpharn— " J7d Vg t
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S
>

Juy 14
May 29, 2001 201
Dear Vice President Cheney:

I wrote to you a couple of months ago in conjunction with my AP Envirenmental Science
class at Walter Johnson High School. My letter requested information on the Administration's
official energy policy, the plausibility of solar power fuel cells as I had heard about in a news story
on NASA’s “Flying Wing,” and other alternative energy sources. I felt confident that my letter
would be received as a reasonable, measured, and sincere one. Hopeful and sincerely interested in
atwpome,lcvencnclosedaselfaddr&ed,stampedenvelopetomkcther&spomelhopedto
receive extra-easy for a secretary or intern to provide.

" OnMay 10, lrecewedasmallenvelopeﬁ'omyomoﬁceattheWhneHome. It contained
a curt, lowery form letter from Andrew A. Lundquist, Executive Director of the National Energy
Policy Development Group on your behalf. The letter did not address any of my concerns
specifically, por did it manage to say much of anything substantive. I have been impressed with
your knowledge and experience though we may not agree on certain issues; to be honest, I was
looking forward to a more meaningful response.

I feel personally offended and somewhat betrayed by this impersonal and false response. 1
am genuinely mterested in these pressing issues, and would hope that in the future you
would be able to send a more significant and sincere response to concerned young
people like myself. 1 am still very interested in your and President Bush's energy policy, and
would appreciate any information you could provide on this topic. I hope that miy experience is
not an indication of the level of communication this Administration intends to have with the
public.

Sincerely,
WWWM/QWMZ

_Joan April Suwalsky

— _Jb
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—  May 29,2001

The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20585

- -

Dear Secretary Abraham,

Reccnﬂy. the Bush admim'sltmion put forth an energy plan to deal with problems
in our nation's energy situation such as the misbalance of supply _and demand in the
energy economy and the dangers to our environment due to fossil fuels. Several of the
pl;ns presented are very strong. More clean coal technology and natural gas pipelines
will reduce the current amount of air emissions in the environment. However, there are a
few key weaknesses in the energy plan.

The need for oil in this country is over-estimated. Gasoline prices would not be so
high if conservation were employed more than it is. Federal incentives for mass-transit
systems for cities that wish.to improve their syste;rls should be provided. Also, higher
taxes should be imposed on people who dnive larger cars such as SUVs. More fuel-
efficient cars on the will help reduce the demand for gasoline and therefore lower
gasoline prices. Also, other fossil fuels, such as natural gas, can be used instead of oil.
More cars should be engineered to run on natural gas and oil power plants can be

replaced with those of other fossil fuels. There are many alternative sohutions to gasoline

prices than finding more oil.

It is not a strong solution to drill for oil in the Artic Wildlife Reserves. It is

important to preserve these areas for future generations. If reserves are looked to for

Lo
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natural resources by each president, then eventually, there will be no reserves remaining.
1t is wrong to attack unique ecological systems for any needs if they can be met through
other means. More money should be put into conservation and efficiency of gasoline and
more mass-transit rather than being put into drilling for oil in the Artic Wildlife Reserves.

Finally, more renewable energy should be rescarched and developed. Bush wants
10 put about $40 million into this research, but this is not enough to accelerate the” =
development of new, cleaner, energy sources. More solar panels should be built than
2,000 this is only 40 per state. More research on fuel cell automobiles would also be
effective. More money must be put into research of renewable m;rgy i-n order 10 push
AIn:n'ca into the future.

In conclusion, there are a few key errors in the new Energy Policy that must be
addressed. The need for oil is over-estimated and alternative solutions to this problem
should be considered before dnilling for o1 in the natural Antic Wildlife Reserves. One of
these alternative solutions that should be looked at more fully is renewable power.

" Through emphasizing more clean and efficient sources of power, our country can move
forward in the new millennium with a strong energy system.

Sincerely,

Daniel L. Kuncik
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Ronald Marsico
, A May 29, 2001
Mr. Andrew Landquist
Executive Director
National Energy Policy Development Group ,
Office Of The Vice President T

Washington, D.C., 20501
Subject : “PATH 15” Transmission Network Bottieneck In California And An Alternative Remedy
Dear Mr. Lundquist :

In my 3/16/01 letter to Vice President Cheney, your 4/13/01 response to me on behalf of the

Vice President { which was greatly appreciated by me), and my 4/20/01 follow-up letter to you, a
common theme was to try to solve various aspects of the nation’s energy and energy delivery
problems in a dependable, affordable, timely, and environmentally sound manner.

My reason for writing to you again is two-fold :

In the President’s national energy policy announcement almost two weeks ago, one aspect of his
program is to try to “squeeze” more out of existing infrastructure (which I interpreted to mean to
become more efficient or to do more witk what we already bave). This is certainly a sensible, often

times practical goal, and an important part of his program. The rational of my earlier initiatives is
consistent with this objective.

Secondly, 1 obtained some information (via the Internet) about the nature of the PATH 15
transmission network bottleneck problem in California and its proposed solution. This remedy
involves building another 500 kv transmission line and installing another 230 kv circuit on a vacant
position of an existing double-circuit transmission line. While the installation of the additional

230 kv circuit is an obvious and relatively easy part of this plan, the building of an entirely new

500 kv line is an entirely different matter. A new 500 kv line will likely be a very costly, late, and
environmentally /property-owner opposed project. This reported overall transmission
reinforcement program for PATH 15 has been estimated to cost between $ 200 - 300,000,000 and be
completed within 5 years! Five years may be an overly optimistic time frame since I know of an
EHV line that has been in the Imenhngprocwformorethan 10yemnowand still does not have
siting approval.

1 would respectfully suggest that another alternative be evaluated and considered from a technical,
environmental, timeliness, and economic perspective; one that might be accomplished at a small
fraction of the above cost, much quicker, and wlnch might even be endorsed by the environmental
community!

Some of the basics of my PATH 15 alternative remedy are described below and 1 certainly
acknowledge that I do not have most of the details of the existing system or its problems.
Nevertbeless, there is enough information for me to suggest the following upgrade and there may
be otber variations that also solve the problems :

1) Rather than build another new 500 kv line between Los Banos and Gates Substations and add a
second 230 kv cmcmt between Gatu and Mldw ay Substshons, my suggesbon is to look at
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2) My remedy involves a voltage upgrade of one or more 500 kv lines to 765 ky from Los Banos

3)

4)

3)

6)

southward and a voltage upgrade from 230 kv to 345 kv on the existing line between Gates and
Midway Substations together with the necessary transformer changes and other appropriate
Substation upgrades.

This plan obviously would bave one less north-south circuit in PATH 1S than the current plan;
this certainly needs to be considered as a trade-off against the benefits that might result from
my suggested plan. In any event, electrical Load-Flow, Stability, and other analyses should be
performed by PG&E, Seo. Cal. Edison, CAISO, WSCC and others to determine the viability of
this yoltage uperade alternative for PATH 1S as well as for other congested PATHS in
California.

If this voltage upgrade alternative does accomplish the necessary PATH 15 reinforcement
requirements, then the means of accomplishing such significant modifications might possibly
be achieved by the combined use of two U.S. Patents described below in Paragraph (4) and
of which Iam a co-inventor.

Two of the major technical problems involved in such transmission line voltage upgrades are
the need for increased clearances under these lines and increased clearances between the

energized conductors and structural supports (ie. towers) without major conductor and/or
t dificati inf

(A) U.S. Patent No. 4,686,325 entitled “Catenary Sag Adjustment Using Added Weights™
provides a novel means of providing increased clearances under existing lines where they
come closest to ground or other underlying objects. My previous correspondence
described this Patent in significant detail.

(B) U.S. Patent No. 5,777,262 eatitled “Apparatus And Method For Increasing Electrical
Clearances Of Energized Conductors™ provides a means of increasing clearances
between conductors and supporting structures utilizing innovatiye insulation techniques.

I believe that a comprehensive engineering and economic study, by appropriate entities, of
the combined use of these two Patents should be performed promptly to determine whether
my yoltage uperade aiternatives solve all the PATH 15 problems.

An obvious question that should be considered and answered is: how can the voltage upgrades

be accomplished without lengthy circuit outages on the already strained transmission system?
As described in my previous information packages it should be possible, using insulated
bucket-trucks and other recognized safety procedures, to install the weights required by
Patent No. 4,686,325 at many locations without a circuit outage.

Installation techniques to accomplish the modifications required by Patent No. 5,777,262
will require circuit outages. However, the nature of this work at supporting structures
may permit a work-plan whereby a de-energized circuit can be re-energized on relatively
short notice after work crews are clear of the circait; should this need arise.

1t is also very likely that some circuit outages are inevitable, even with the PG&E plan.

The installation of a yoltage upgraded 345 kv circuit on the vacant position of the line between
Gates and Midway Sabstations could be the first task that is completed prior to other

work in order to reinforce PATH 1S during subsequent outages on other circuits. Then,
sequentially, the cxisting 230 kv Gates - Midway circuit be upgraded to 345 kv and then one
or more of the existing S00 kv circuits between Los Banos-Gates-Midway and/or Los Ganos-
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Midway be upgraded to 765 kv,

Since my prior letters (or copies of letters) and packages of information to various California
officials, utility companies, ISO, and some Federal officials bave not yet been answered, 1
request that your Office urge consideration and comprehensive analyses of my alternative
by appropriate California Utilities, FERC, California Independent System Operator,
California Energy Commission, California Public Utilities Commission, Western Systems
Coordinating Council, and any other interested parties. -

It is my hope that you and your Task Force can convince appropriate people in the West to
at least analyze the possibilities of prudently “squeezing™ more capacity out of existing
transmission line facilities to follow the lead within President Bush's announcement.

Even if such a study of PATH 15 does not result in implementation of my suggestions, I believe
that the engineering and economic analyses that result will be worth the time, effort, and cost since
many experts believe that there are many other transmission line bottienecks around the country.
Perhaps some of these other ling limitations can be be mitigated by prudent use of the Patent
described in Paragraph 4 (A) or by prudently combining the use of Patents described in
Paragraphs 4 (A) & 4 (B). For example, the other “Congested PATHS™ 66, 46, 45, 44, 42, & 26
in California as cited by their Energy Commission. Load-Flow, Stability, and other analyses
should also be performed for these PATHS to determine whether ynltage npgrades similar to my
PATH 15 suggestions might be belpful in mitigating these PATH constraints.

In order to facilitate the consideration of my suggestions, I am again copying various entities and
government officials whom I believe have or should have a strong interest in these serious problems.
I sincerely hope that my eohanced suggestions will receive the attention of the proper people whose
responsibility it is to solve these difficult problems.

1look forward to a dialogue with your Office or any other entities in the hope that my suggestions
can be helpful in the California situation as well as for similar problems elsewhere around the

country.

Respectfully,
GA /a,

Ronald Marsico

Enclosures : Letters Dated 3/16/01, 4/13/01, & 4/20/01; Two U.S. Patents;
CEC Map Of Congested EHV ‘PATHS In California;
PG&E Letter Dated 4/2/01 To WSCC Relative To Their PATH 15 Upgrade Plan.
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Copies : Hon. Richard Cheney - Vice President of the United States
Hon. Spencer Abraham - Secretary of Energy
Hon. Jeff Bingaman - Chairman , Senate Committee on Energy

Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.
Hon.

Gray Davis - Governor of California

Diane Feiustein - Senator from California .
Curt Hebert - Chairman, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Gary Locke - Governor of Washington

Frank Murkowski - Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Energy
Billy Tauzin - Chairman, House Committee on Energy

Mr. William Keese - Chairman, California Energy Commission
--Ms. Loretta Lynch - President, California Public Utilities Commission

Mr. Armando Perez - Director for Grid Planning, CA. Independent System Operator
~ Executive Director - Western Systems Coordinating Council

Mr. Steve Baum - President & CEO, Sempra Energy Company

Mr. John Bryson - President & CEO, Edison International Company

Mr. Gordon Smith - President & CEO, Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Mr. Ben Morris - Principal Planning Engineer, Pacific Gas & Electric Company
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Frank Boring Fitzgerald
H(b)
OPEN LETTER

June 4, 2001

Executive Office of the Energy Secretary
Forrestal Building

1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20585

RE: Oil, Gas, Artesian Water, Uranium, and coal Reserves in Wyoming.

Dear Mr. Secretary:

In 1950, United Geophysical Engineering and the Texas Company, found the United States Na-
val Oil Reserve on the Red Desert of Wyoming. That Reserve plus its surroundings is the largest in
the western hemisphere in terms of potential energy of oil, natural gas, uranium, and coal. The Red
Desert is accessible, with minimum environmental concemns, IF, it is developed scientifically correct.

On a map of Wyoming, north and west of the communities of Rawlins, Wamsutter, and Red De-
sert, and west of Baroil and Lamont is the Wyoming Red Desert. It is completely surrounded by Con-
tinental Divide. Uranium claims were prospected, filed, and bonuses granted. The geophysics of the

Red Desert are immensely fascinating.

I suggest, Mr." Secretary, all of the gravimetric and seismographic recordings the Parties took,
could now be run thru a computer programmed for 3-D virtual reality, as has been done elsewhere.
Then you will see what I saw as I took and complied the mile after mile recordings for UGEC Party
26. It is huge, Mr. Secretary. Consider it part of a crash program, like the Manhattan Project.

The Red Desert is an ideal site for several multiplex combined nuclear power plants, oil refiner-
ies, coal-to-gas-and-gasoline converters, and military facilities, ideal even for a space launching port
because of its high altitude. Excess reactor heat could be used to cook crude oil from the Reserve and

to process coal hauled in. All of the facilities could use excess reactor heat in the winter. To cool in
the summer, Servel refrigerator technology could be used for cooling. Artesian water is abundant for
end cooling. Fuel the many reactors with uranium mined nearby and processed on site with tunable
eximer UV lasers for separation of U235 and U238 from Uranium Hexafluoride, as is now done else-
where. Superconducting magnet energy storage and so much more. In-house energy sources? What
more could one ask for? When the proper time comes, switch to fusion reactors. Artesian water
would supply the hydrogen. Eximer UV lasers would separate hydrogen, deuterium, and tritium.

On a separate note: Mr. Secretary, conservation can take place now and sustain some areas from
total blackouts. Feds can order the immediate drop of every end consumer power line voltage an 8%
while maintaining 60Hz. ‘This will not cause difficulties but will lower each consumer’s MWH per
month without any consumer having to do anything for that savings. Push fluorescent lights. )

There ought 1o be a national plan [not policy] to convert all high voltage long line inteﬂties from

AC to DC at much higher voltages so as to be able to utilize lightning for added power as does the
Bonneville to LA DC inter-tie. Plan to connect all of the US, Canada, and Central America on a DC
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grid to feed to where needed. At a large number of places store off-peak energy in super-conflucting
magnets suggested many years ago by the Edison Electric Institute. The problems then of design and
construction are no longer of consequence. Plan to take another good long intense hard look at cold
fusion. 1 am convinced it works due to precise Pons and Fleichman essential design technology defi-

nitely missing from the literature.

Mr. Secretary, 1 recommend you put the best scientific minds on this accelerating multi-faceted
energy crunch. Among other things, give due consideration to the above. Surely, other scientists have
their own remedies. Formulate a publishable national energy plan with some teeth and gutsy in it. It is
important, Mr. Secretary, the Administration and the Congress create immediately a sense of hope
instead of allowing a wide-spread developing sense of economic bankruptcy and doom; come to-
gether to create abundant cheap and clean energy supplies. Once the bugs are removed from the plan,
encourage Congress to pass a joint Resolution supporting the President’s National Energy Plan.

1 do not wish to present a foreboding but the present national energy policy is not a plan, not well
thought out, not scientific, it is simplistic, glossy meager, not enough, and envisions no improvement
whatsoever now for us, nor for our children’s future. The policy apparently maintains the status quo
with inadequate slight improvements for the distant future, but worse it pays no attention to the devel-

oping multi-faceted crisis we are all witness to.

The best scientifically designed and engineered fission reactors should be part of a national en-
ergy plan. The Red Desert presents a likely site to generate enough electric energy and other energy -
resources to supply all of the Western US until the year fusion reactors come on line.

With energy demands greatly out-stripping economically horded supplies, ours and OPEC [thus
higher prices are intentionally generated which most energy barons applaud], and our growing reli-
ance on OPEC, to act to formulate ambiguous simplistic national policy places the global economy in
grave risk of financial ruin and depression. It merely provides further incentive and greedy opportuni-
ties for RICO types to “legally” occupy, dominate, and dictate to an otherwise free market place. [A

RICO type by any other name is still a RICO.) .

You should give the US and OPEC energy barons 72 hours to right their wrongs. Do so as a na-
tional security measure. It is that serious, Mr. Secretary. Leaving matters as they are transfers wealth

from the rest of us to the energy barons just as if we were working for them part-time without pay.
Decidedly a form of slavery. . _

In conclusion, [ say we just may be seeing the writing of a chapter of history wherein we, the peo-
ple, view national political and economic leadership as though we were watching many Neros fiddle
while Rome burns. Nero ivory towers are not the place from which to observe and protect Humanity.
Economic leaders are increasingly consuming more of Humanity. I for one do not want to see another
Russian socio-political-economic system, passed or present. If it comes here, 1 think it would be ap-
propnate then for a revolution to assure Humanity comes First.

However, with much respect for our new Energy Secretary, | am, member of the loyal opposition,

.é,“ ! g!!':’ I&' gggg@f

Frank Bonng Fitzgerald, June 4, 2001
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W
. 5 June, 2001

Mr. Spencer Abraham

Secretary, U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave. SW

Room 7A257 o
Washington DC, 20585

Dear Sir,

Your energy plan needs to focus much more on conservation as
opposed to drilling for oil wells everywhere. Fortunately there are
- some obvious targets that the plan has overlooked.

A good place to start would be with SUVs. They are the fuel hogs of
the road and they have been getting a free ride for too long. It is
ridiculous to classify them as trucks. They are personal
transportation vehicles and as such should be subject to the same
fuel efficiency and exhaust emission requirements as other cars.

A bipartisan bill (S.804) was introduced recently that addresses
that very issue. | would encourage you to support passage of that
bill and make its provisions part of your energy plan.

Slncerely,

hgngMrs John N. Butg/b(:ugh
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Sweeney, Terrenthia C))/ C/C/ 7{ :

From: Friedrichs, Mark

Sent: Friday, June 15, 2001 1:06 PM

To: Sweeney, Terrenthia

Cc: POCorrespondence

Subject: Delacruz e-maii; questions from a student

Follow Up Flag: Follow up .

Flag Status: Flagged . -~
tmp.htm

The following is my response and the incoming for our records

----- Original Message-----

From: Friedrichs, Mark

Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2001 10:34 AM
To: : L;)LO ’
Subject: FW: guestions rrom a Student

Dear Francis dela Cruz:
Thank you for inquiring about this Administration's energy policy.

To address the many energy issues facing the Nation, one of President
Bush’s first acts was to create a National Energy Policy Development
Group, headed by Vice President Cheney. This Group was charged with
developing recommendations to help the private sector and government at
all levels promote reliable, affordable, and environmentally sound
energy for America’s future. On May 16, Vice President Cheney sent to
the President a National Energy Policy report produced by the National
Energy Policy Development Group. The report describes a comprehensive
long-term strategy that uses leading edge technology to produce an
integrated energy, environmental and economic policy. The National
Energy Policy it proposes follows three basic principles:

. The Policy is a long-term, comprehensive strategy. Our
energy crisis has been years in the making, and will take years to put
fully behind us. -

. The Policy will advance new, environmentally friendly

technologies to increase energy supplies and encourage cleaner, more
efficient energy use.

. The Policy seeks to raise the living standards of the
American people, recognizing that to do so our country must fully
integrate its energy, environmental, and economic policies.

To achieve a 21st century guality of life - enhanced by reliable
energy and a clean environment - it recommends 105 actions to modernize
conservation, modernize our infrastructure, increase our energy
supplies, including renewables, accelerate the protection and
improvement of our environment, and increase our energy security.

The President has already taken actions to implement many of the
report’'s recommendations. Over the coming months, further actions -will
be taken by the President, individual Federal agencies and the Congress.
These actions, once.fully implemented, will help minimize future energy
prices, while assuring that energy supplies are reliable and the
environment is protected. N

A copy. of the National Energy Policy report, with the specific
recommendations to the President, is available on the White House
webpage, www.whitehouse.gov, or on the webpage of the U.S. Department of
Energy, www.energy.gov. ’

If you read this report I think you will find the answers to each of
your questions.

29792



Thank you for writing.

Mark Friedrichs

Office of Policy

U.S. Department of Energy
----- Nviginal Messaae-----

From: v - : Cb) L@)
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2001 1:1% AM

To: Secretary, The
Subject: questions from a student

Dear Mr. Abraham,

My name is Francis dela Cruz and I'm a student at Pasadena City
College in Pasadena, Califormia. 1 recently did a short biography of
your
political career for my political science class. Being a California
native,

I'm wondering about the future of the current power crisis and I have a
few - -

questions about it. What is your current stance on the issue and how do
you .

plan on addressing it? What do you plan to do about the possibility
that the

power crisis might spread across the nation? And also, what do think
would

happen to the power crisis a few years down the road? I hope to receive
a

response from you soon and 1 thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Francis dela Cruz
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Sweeney, Terrenthia _ @) / qd 7/

From: Friedrichs, Mark
Sent: Friday, June 13, 2001 1:06 PM
To: Sweeney, Termrenthia
Cc: POCorrespondence
Subject: Delacruz e-mail; questions from a student
Follow Up Flag: Follow up o
Flag Status: Flagged
tmp_htm

The following is my response and the incoming for our records

----- Original Message-----
From: Friedrichs, Mark
Sent: Thursday, June 14.;i001 10:34 AM
To:

Subjéct: FW: questions f

ko

m a student

Dear Francis dela Cruz:
Thank you for inquiring about this Administration's energy policy.

To address the many energy issues facing the Nation, one of President
Bush’s first acts was to create a National Energy Policy Development
Group, headed by Vice President Cheney. This Group was charged with
developing recomméndations to help the private sector and government at
all levels promote reliable, affordable, and environmentally sound
energy for America’s future. On May 16, Vice President Cheney sent to
the President a National Energy Policy report produced by the National
Energy Policy Development Group. The report describes a comprehensive
long-term strategy that uses leading edge technology to produce an
integrated energy, environmental and economic policy. The National
Energy Policy it proposes follows three basic principles:

. The Policy is a long term, comprehensive strategy. Our
energy crisis has been years in the making, and will take years to put
fully behind us.

. The Policy will advance new, environmentally friendly
technologies to increase energy supplies and encourage cleaner, more
efficient energy use.

. The Policy seeks to raise the 11v1ng standards of the
American people, recognizing that to do so our country must fully
integrate 'its energy, environmental, and economic policies.

To achieve a 21st century quality of life - enhanced by reliable
energy and a clean environment - it recommends 105 actions to modernize
conservation, modernize our infrastructure, increase our energy .
supplies, including renewables, accelerate the protection and
improvement of our environment, and increase our energy security.

The President has already taken actions to implement many of the
report’s recommendations. Over the coming months, further actions will
be taken by the President, individual Federal agencies and the Congress.
These actions, once fully implemented, will help minimize future energy

prices, while assuring that energy supplies are reliable and the
environment is protected.

A copy of the National Energy Policy report, with the specific
recommendations to the President, is available on the White House
webpage, www.whitehouse.gov, or on the webpage of the U.S5. Department of
Energy, www.energy.gov.

If you read this report I think you will find the answers to each of
your questions. -
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Secretary, The

From: Energy, Policy

Sent: Friday, June 29, 2001 3:24 PM ()O )
To: Secretary, The I PR IF LN
Subject: FW: Environmental Quality i
0153b9 20 AN 29 p
Please re-assign to International Affairs. . - - 3u9
Thanks
Bob Benny

——Qriginal Message—-

From: Secretary, The

Sent: Friday, June 29, 2001 7:54 AM
To: Energy, Policy

Subject: FW: Environmental Quality

—0Originat Message—

From: jim.steiz@USU.EDU%internet [mailto:jim.steitz @USU.EDU)
Sent: Friday, June 29, 2001 12:42 AM

To: Secretary, The

Subject: Environmental Quality

FROM: jim_steiz@usu.edu

NAME: Jim Steitz

SUBJECT: Environmental Quality

ZIP:; 84321

CITY: Logan

PARM.1: TO:the.secretary@hq.doe.gov

STATE: Utah

TOPIC: Human Rights and the Bush Plan

SUBMIT: Send Comments

CONTACT: email

COUNTRY: USA _
MESSAGE: To Whom it May Concemn: The Bush energy plan has been
crilicized on the environmental front vigorously, but | wish to
address a related issue that often suffers simultaneously —
human rights overseas. In the entire 170 page Energy Plan
offered by the Bush administration several weeks ago, there is
not one mention of the need to protect human rights around the
world, particularly in energy producing countries with repressive
and undemocratic govemments. At the same time, the plan’
promotes gaining more access to energy markets in such countries
as Angola, Chad, Nigeria, and Azerbaijan, each with their own
histories of troubled human rights and environmental records. AS
you read this, the U'we tribe of Columbia is losing its way of

life to the involuntarily imposed oil drilling of Occidental
Petroleum. There is frequently a link between the rights of
people to speak out on behalf of the environment and the=
environmental standards governments support. This is
particularly true in oil producing couniries where the rights of

the wealthy few are too frequently elevated far beyond the rights
of the people in the oil producing regions — people who are

often poor and without access to basic human rights or political
or economic power. This is true in places like Chad, Cameroon,

) - 1
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Nigeria, Ecuador, Bunma and many other countries that human
rights activists have highlighted. | fear that, in the rush for
energy production envisioned by President Bush, the rights of
native people and other politcally non-connected inhabitants will
be trampled on by national corporations and brutal governments
eager to appease those corporations. | urge the Bush
administration to put specific human rights safeguards and
standards for energy corporations with assets in the U.S.
operating overseas. If you do not, far too many more people will
die at the heaihand of progress. Sincerely, Jim Steitz

MAILADDR:Y. b b
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National Energy Policy—Report of the National Energy Policy Development Group:

Ql.

Q2

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Administration View
Thursday, June 21, 2001 T
10:00 a.m. - Noon '

2318 Rayburn House Office Building

Secretary Abraham
U.S. Department of Enerpy

Hearing Commitment Follow-up

At the heaning the Secretary, in response to a question from Congr=ssman
Matheson, committed to providing documentation for the record that e.cplained
the EIA’s estimation of a 1.6% annual improvement in energy efficienc 7. Please
_provide this documemat.\on

At the hearing the Secretary stated that a budget review would be completed by
July 10. Was it completed on time? Will the final report be completed in
September as announced?

Post-Hearing Questions Submitted bv Majority Members

We are now engaged in the fourth major national energy policy debate since the
1970’s. What mistakes have we made in the past, and what mistakes should we
avoid in our current consideration?

In your testimony you state that, “our energy plan harmoniz&s"gromh in domestic

~ energy production with environmental protection.” Can you give the Commitiee

some examples of this new harmony and how it differs from past efforts?

In your testimony, you noted that the President has issued two executive orders,
one of which directs Federal agencies to consider the effects of proposed
regulations on energy supply, distribution, or use—what some have called an
“encrgy impact statement.”

Q5.1 Might therebe a downside to this, such as creating yet another
bureaucratic hurdie that might actually add to delays of rulemakings that could
enhance energy supply, distribution, and use?
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Qll.

5.2 To what extent have other agencies, such as EPA, participated in this
process"

}S .3 How would this new directive affect pending environmental regulations?

’QG.
; ( N
O{{.

4 The ;IEPD Group recommended that the EPA Administrator develop a new

In your tcs.xmony, you say that 20 of the National Energy Policy DevElopmcnt
Group’s 105 recommendations require legislative action, which means that 85 do
not. What is the Administration’s timeline for implementing these?

DoesHR. 4 passed by the House, and the legislation being considerec .. e
Senate satisfy the Administrations legislative recommendations?

renewable energy partnership program. Why was this recommendation directed to
the EPA Administrator instead of you?

The NEPD Group recommended that you expand the scope of the appliance
standards program. What additional appliances are being considered for
standards?

Thé_NEPD Group recommended that you and the EPA Administrator assess the
potential of nuclear energy to improve air quality. When is the assessment
expected to be completed? '

There was a great deal of controversy carlier this year when the Administration
announced new emissions controls on “three P’s,” mercury, SOx and NOx, while
omitting the fourth “P,” CO2. Can CO2 be controlled cost-effectively using
existing technology? If not, how long might it be before we see such technologies
on the market?

Please comment on the trend of gasoline prices this so far this summer.

On June 13, EPA published its public health and'safety standards for the proposed

" Yucca Mountain Nuclear Waste Repository in the Federal Register. Can these

standards be met?

How do you reconcile the President’s National Energy Policy’s call for advancing
new, environmentally friendly technologies and the emphasis on science and
technology in your statement with the cuts proposed in your Fiscal Year 2602
budget?

The Report does not seem to be clear on what problems are faced by the Nation.
It appears that we face two general problems:

ﬁ§'
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e Immediate and long term “Capacity Challenges”, in the infrastructure to
extract, deliver, and use energy, and

o A longer term “Resource Depletion™ challenge, where less of each resource
will be able to be produced each year, thus driving prices up. The effect on
the world economy will be recession/depression unless we beat the depletion
by making the investments and shifting to other energy sources.

t is your opinion?
The National Energy Policy Development Group’s report seems to only look as

far ahead as 2020. Given the time it will take to change existing technologies and
Jaunch new ones, and get them to the point where they make a significant impact

" on oiir energy economy, is not looking beyond 2020 realistic?

Qi supplies the largest portion of our energy, and motor vehicle use is the largest
component of oil use. The Report does not seem 1o be very concerned with
transitioning from oil use. The plan does continue development of hydrogen as a
fuel, and does seck tax credits for hybrid cars, but there is no sense of urgency.
When do the writers of the report forecast that oil will become even more difficult
to extract, hence more expensive? What is the anticipated effect on our economy?

Are the writers of the report familiar with the theory of the geologist M. King
Hubbert, that explains why U.S. oil production topped out in the 1970’s and has
been decreasing since? Dr. Hubbert’s theory also predicts that world oil
production will peak sometime in the next two decades. At that point half of all
possible oil that ever was will be still in the ground, but it will be increasingly
difficult and expensive to obtain. World prices will climb steadily causing-a
recession or depression in the world economy, including the U.S., unless we are
well along the road to alternative vehicle fuels, such as hydrogen. Do you agree?
Please comment?

If the Federal government institutes a program to buy some of its vehicles as
hybrid and ahernative fueled; will you be willing to have them as part of DOE's
vehicle fleet? :

The National Energy Policy Report directs continued development of hydrogen
and fusion. Is it proper to group these two things together? Fusion has not “been
“invented” yet, i.c. no continuous release of energy, let alone producing any
mechanical or electrical output; while hydrogen powered cars are on the road.
Additionally, fusion is a primary energy source, but hydrogen as a combustion
fuel is not a primary energy source, but a transport mechanism. Do you agree?

Given that hydrogen as a combustion fuel produces only water, and can be

manufactured without credting carbon dioxide or any other pollutants of any kind, -
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and that hydrogen powered vehicles are on the road now, shouldn’t hydrogenasa

vehicle fuel be pursued with a great sense of urgency?

Congressman Bartlett, Chairman, Energy Subcommittee

QL.

Have you considered the following reality?

OPEC nations now have the ability to both create an oversupply and a shortage of
crude oil in the world market relative to world demand. As long as they have an
excess capacity, they are capable of keeping prices *“under control”, maximizing
profits while keeping up with growing worldwide demand. Because a too rapid

~ price€ increase could result in an economic downturn (killing the “goose that laid

the golden egg™) and high prices tend to make otherwise costly alternatives look
attractive, OPEC nations have an incentive to keep up with the demand to prevent
prices from going too high.

Further, as recent history has shown, there is no other major supplier who has the
capacity to supply more when OPEC decides to cut back — everyone except
OPEC is already pumping as much as they can to profit from current prices!

This means that, in the not too distant future, when even OPEC is unable to keep
up with growing world demand, they will no longer be able to keep prices
*“reasonable”. Qil will then be supplied to the highest bidders, with prices rising
to many times current levels — until the global economy collapses.

Ql.1 What will we do then?
Q1.2 What should we be doing now?

Q1.3 Is tapping an oil ficld containing less than a year’s supply (to be delivered
in 5 - 10 years) the answer?

Q1.4 Is there any reason that we should not set a chalimge for o\;rselves to
"~ become twice as efficient in our use of energy in the next 5 — 10 ycars" (6]
— 10 times more efficient in the next 20 years?)

Q1.5 Should we wait and let the “price signal” alert us to the existence of a
problem which is nearly upon us — wait until we are bankrupt to change
our ways? Wait until the horse is out to realize we should close the bam
door? :

¢ e —————— .
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Post-Hearing Questions Submitted by Minority Members

E _. Representative Lynn Woolsey, Ranking Minority Member, Energy Subcommittee
\

\

| Ql Please provide the names of all Department of Energy employees or contractor
' employees who provided support or staff work for the Cheney Group’s work.

During the hearing, you indicated that the lack of a Science Advisor to the

President had a negligible impact on the work of the Task Force. It was asserted

that scientific expertise drawn from all the involved agencies stepped into the

breach. Please provide the names of the science specialists at DOE who played a

role in the work of the Task Force. Please provide their resumes for the record.
Q3.  Mr. Sccretary, during the hearing you briefly touched on your participation and

the participation of the Department in the work of the Cheney Group. Please

¢ " provide for the record:

)
’; ‘_] Q3.1. The names of all witnesses or organizations who provided advice or
matenal to the Cheney Task Force.
Q3.2. An explanation of why the Task Force conducted its business in secret
and why that veil of secrecy has not been lifted with the completion of the
Task Force report.
3.3. The details regarding the schedule of meetings that you or your
L representatives attended with other Task Force Members. Please indicate
' the name of DOE attendee/s, list of other invitees, list of other attendees,
date and time of mecting, subject matter and/or agenda, names and
afhliations of non-governmental attendees or witnesses meeting with the
Group, copies of all discussion materials and DOE memoranda prepared
for or distributed prior to the meeting, and copies of all matenals
distributed at each meeting.

Q4. In recent years, the House of Representatives has conducted very aggressive
oversight of policy and conduct by the Executive Branch. For the record, please

provide the followmg information:

Q4.1. How many subpoenas has the Department received from Committees of
the House regarding DOE participation in the Cheney Task Force? Please

provide copies of all such House Committee subpoenas.
/ >Q4.2 How many document requests has the Department received from
/ Committees of the House regarding DOE participation in the Cheney Task
Z‘_ Force? Please provide copies of all House document requests related to
the Cheney Task Force.

Q5.  In the National Energy Policy, Report of the National Energy Polic'y Development
Group (Cheney Group), May 2001, it is claimed on page 1-5 that “Energy
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\j 6 intensity is projected to continue to decline through 2020 at an average rate of 1.6
percent a year.”
') Q5.1. What is the source for this projection? If it is EIA, please indicate which
a ‘ EIA product is the source of this projection.

'Q52. Please provide copies of all the analytical documents upon which this
projection is based. Included in this submission should be any analytical
documents that indicate how 1.6% was settled upon as the energy intensity
level to be anticipated as opposed to other levels.

Q5.3. Please specify the policy assumptions that underlie this projection (i.c.,
funding levels for conservation and efficiency programs at DOE, tax credit
programs for efficiency products, efficiency programs in the states, market

*_ conditions for energy that may affect consumer choice, etc.).

. Q5.4 Given that other policy mixes would likely produce different declines in
' . cnergy intensity, what cost-benefit analyses were done to show the trade
/‘ offs between, for example, a 1.9% decline, a 2.5% decline and a 1.6%

decline?

Q6. { On page 1-5 of the Cheney Report, it is asserted that the nation will need between
1,300 and 1,900 new power plants over the next twenty years.

Q6.1. What is the source for this projection? If it is an EIA product, please
\ identify which of their reports was used.

6.2. Please provide all of the analytical documents that underlie this projection.
Included in this submission should be any analytical documents (including
e-mails and memoranda) indicating how the figure of 1,300 to 1,900
power plants was settled upon.

./Q6.3. What policy and market assumptions were made in settling on this
projection?

Q6.4. What cost-benefit models were run to adopt a set of policies that puts us
on a path towards needing 1,300 to 1,900 power plants as opposed to some

smaller number?

In hearings earlier this year, the Committee received testimony from witnesses
who cited the “Scenarios for a Clean Energy Future™ report. This report, released
in November 2000, was produced by the Interlaboratory Working Group on -
Energy-Efficient and Clean Energy Technologies with representatives from Oak
Ridge, Lawrence Berkeley, NREL, Argonne and Pacific Northwest National
Laboratories. The Interlaboratory Group report suggests that an aggressive
encrgy efficiency and renewable energy policy path could lead to a 60% reduction
in the anticipated growth in electricity demand by 2020. This leads t0 a demand
for just 580 new plants rather than the projected 1,300 to 1,900 mentioned by you
and the Cheney Group report.

' 7.1. Were the findings of this Imcrlaboratory ‘Working Group report made
available to the Cheney Group by your Department? If this report was not

. e e+ —— e ——— . o . L
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made available to the Cheney Group by your Department, please explain

why.
Q7.2. Were any of the Lab staff who worked on this report involved in staffing
- or briefing the Cheney Group?
~ 7.3. What analysis of this report has been done in-house at DOE? Please
provide copies of all such analysis for the record.
7.4. What information or evaluations of this report were provided by your
Department or its contractors to the Cheney Task Force staff? Please
provide copies for the record.

Q8. | In Chapter 4 of the Nationa! Energy Policy, there is a recommendati- .nat*©  »
President direct the Office of Science and Technology Policy and the Pres’ icnt >
Council of Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST) to review anu nuake

‘| recommendations on using the nation’s energy resources more cfficiently.” Yet,
in 1997 PCAST, led by Harvard plasma physicist John Holdren, produced a
comprehensive report identical to the one called for by the Task Force.

h&l . Why are you proposing to repeat the Holdren report?
)Q8.2. The Holdren report called for major new Federal investments in efficiency
C R&D. Do you believe that recommendation was wrong?
£.3. Was Professor Holdren invited to participate in the task force'’s
deliberations? If not, why not?

..

Q9. There have been reports in the press regarding potential conflicts of interest
involving several senior Bush officials. For example, Karl Rove, a senior policy
advisor to the President, held as much as a quarter-million dollars in stock in
Enron as well as holdings in GE (which has a nuclear power division), Royal
Dutch Shell and BP Amoco. Reportedly, Mr. Rove was involved in crafting the
Administration’s Energy plan.

.1 Can you confirm whether or not Enron, GE, Royal Dutch Shell or BP

) Amoco provided testimony or other materials to ‘the Cheney Working

! Group, its staff or other high Bush Administration officials?

1 Q92. Can you provide the names of all the Bush Administration officials, save

: \ the DOE . officials noted in response .to Questions 1 and 2 above, who

; played a role in crafting the Energy plan?

: 129.3. Why didn’t the administration bar conflicts-of-interest such as that

' | involving Mr. Rove, and compel officials with the Cheney Group to divest
" themselves of all energy-related holdings before they could work on

energy policy?

Q10. Dn several occasions, the President has claimed that his Administration is the first
fo- proposc a comprehensive, Nationa] Energy Strategy. Would you please

plain what we should consider the first Bush Administration’s National Energy

trategy to be? We also note that Congress passed a bipartisan National Energy

trategy Act, which was signed into law by thcn-Prwdent Bush in 1992. Did that

.
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effort in 1991 and 1992 provide, as then Secretary of Energy James Watkins
described it, “a comprehensive blueprint for America’s energy future?” If you
believe the work of that Bush Administration was not a truly comprehensive
strategy, please explain why it was not and how this Bush Administration’s

approach constitutes a truly comprehensive National Energy Strategy?

The Administration’s FY2002 budget request for the Department of Energy
included severe cuts to renewable energy and conservation programs. However,
there were some assurances included in the Department’'s RENEWABLE
ENERGY RESOURCES, ENERGY SUPPLY section of the DOE FY 2002
budget request submitted to congress. The following “paragraph from that
document seems to suggest that despite the steep cuts, some future additional

-- request would occur.

“HIGHLIGHTS OF PROGRAM REQUEST (3 in millions)
Renewsble Resources Technologies (FY 2001 $277.3; FY 2002
$174.2) -$103.1

Even though FY 2002 funding is 37 percent below FY 2001, the
request maintains core R&D efforts for renewable technologies
and hycrogen research until ongoing operations can be evaluated
against the outcome and priorities that will flow from the Vice
President’s National Energy Policy Development Group.”

Based on this statement, I'd like to ask the following:

>~ QU1 Withrespect to the FY 2002 budget:

-
-\_\

-

\

ﬁ-\,

QlL1.1 How did you determine “core R&D efforts™? Will “core
R&D efforts™ be reduced or cut back in any way compared

, 10 the previous year’s activities?
Ql1.1.2 Which specific efforts were deemed non-core? Please
provide a specific list of projects, grants, or programs that
you would terminate or reduce in level of effort to
e accommodate this 37% cut.

Q11.2 With respect to the NEPD Group:

M1.2.1. - Where arcv the “priorities” that are supposed to flow from
the National Energy Policy? Do thcse pnonms exist at this

| time? If so, what are they? -
1122 What would you say was the “outcome” that has flowed

from the Vice President’s National Energy Policy

\ - . Development Group? How can this outcome be used to
3 evaluate ongoing operations in renewable resource
technologies?
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T Q1123. When will the Department be evaluating ongoing
\ operations against the outcome and priorities?
\ 1124. What specific budget guidance came ount of the NEPD
L - process for these accounts?

Q12. The President has said we must fund innovative technologies for conservation and
renewable energy. Yet the FY 02 budget included cuts of 26% for renewable

<
V) ) energy research and 27% for conservation research.

\QI2.1. These large reductions in the budget appear to be at odds with the
President’s call for greater attention to encrgy. How do you reconcile the
Administration’s words and actions? °

\ .

QI2.2 Were the proposed cuts in the energy research budget supported by any

studies? Can you provide us with those studies?

913. Which R&D programs were highlighted in the National Energy Policy as
.. deserving of more funding than was provided in the April budget request? Where
~ would the additional funds come from? Will the Department be sending Congress

/ ) reprogramming requests or supplemental requests to support these numbers?
| Please provide a general description of the requests that the Department plans to
\ - submit to Congress?
s

Q14" In his statement on global climate change, the President called for research in a
wariety of areas ranging from fundamental research on climate change to applied

1/ altemnative fuels technologies. Given that the DOE budget has been cut in both
\ R&D and alternative fuel sources, how will these inijtiatives be funded and who
\ will do the research?
Q15: We know you don’t support the Kyoto Protocol, but do yoy believe that the U.S.
e should commit itself to ANY reduction of greenhouse gas emissions? If so, what
rate of reduction would be appropriate? If not, what rate of increase would be
- inappropriate?

Q16" During the campaign for the Presidency, Mr. Bush was very critical of the Clinton
d " Administration for not being effective enough or tough enough with OPEC to
‘raise its production levels. I have seen reports that, since January when the Bush
{ Administration took office, OPEC has reduced its. production by 2.5 million
! . _1 barrels a day. What steps are you taking, distinct from the prior administration, to
- get OPEC to expand its production?

Representative Jim Barcia

Last summer, gas prices in the Midwest surged above $2.00 a gallon and this year, prior
to the Memonal Day holiday weekend, gasoline prices increased by as much as 25 cents
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across the state, making the cost of gasoline in Michigan the third highest of any state in
the country. The Federal Trade Commission did a review of the last summer’s price
spike and issued a report in March of this year that stated there was no evidence of
collusion. However, the report did note that individual companies withheld extra supply
becanse “selling extra supply would have pushed down prices and thereby reduced

profits.”

- -

I know that oil companies have a right to a make a profit. At the same time, those
companies carry a public trust to deliver a product to our consumers in a timely fashion.
Deliberately acting to depress production or withhold supply from the market to inflate
the pncc could be viewed as a violation of that trust.

What steps will this Administration take to ensure that oil companies live up to their
responsibility to consumers?

ongressman John Larson

ing your question and answer period, you cited the President's interest in a CO2
echnology program. President Clinton for years proposed a Climate Change Technology
itiative, which was repeatedly cut by the Republican Congress. Please submit for the
rd how, specifically, President Bush's CCTI will differ from President Clinton's.

Congressman Jerry Costello

I support the President’s Clean Power Initiative - however even after you add the $150
million down payment of the President’s proposed $2 billion initiative to this year's fossil
fuel budget - the budget is cut by 17%. This trend continues over the next few years.
|'How can the Administration support increased funding for clean coal technologies then

)i turn around and siash the fossil fuel budget?

- ———————
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Congressman David Wu -([ -
o

5 There are 19 recommendations contained in the "Final Report of the Taskforce against
i Racial Profiling™:

Issue a letter from the Secretary 1o all Fedcral and contractor cmploym The
letter reiterates DOE’s policy against racial profiling.

\. Q2. Appoint a National Ombudsman to be located at DOE headquarters to continue
DOE’s work in ecliminating racial profiling, monitor and review diversity
management matters, and advise the DOE on improving systems for primarily
addressing contractor employees’ concerns and resolving workplace disputes.

Q3.  Assign responsibility to the DOE Executive Steering Committee on Diversity, in
collaboration with the National Ombudsman, for monitoring and reviewing
diversity and racial profiling issues for Federal and contractor employees,
following the sunset of this Task Force.

Q4. Improve leadership accountability for Federa! executives and managers by
developing a model to assess effectiveness in diversity management. The model
should seck employee feedback and assessment of results. Additionally,
performance in this areas should be linked to promotion, bonuses, and hiring.

— ot p—————— e = ot o - o

Q5. Develop contract language, which ensures fair and meaningful assessment of
EEO activity by contractors. DOE should take steps to hold Management and
Operating (M&R), Management and Integration (M&I) contractors, and
laboratory facilities accountable for human resource management (recruitment,
outreach, hiring, retention, promotions, training, etc.), by requiring that they
include relevant performance goals and measures in their strategic plans, in
accordance with the letter and spirit of the Government Performance and Results
Act. To support this objective, contractors should conduct regular “quality of
work life” surveys in measuring employee opinions and attitudes. Furthermore,
contractors should routinely publicize to their employees’ relevant employment
statistics and related information. Contractor performance in this areas should be
linked to performance fees and should be utilized as part of an overall assessment

- of past performance for a vanety of contract management purposes (e.g.
exercising options, conducting evaluations for future rewards, etc.)

Q6.  Establish a team to promptly address any outstanding individual cases regarding
security practices. This team would report to the Deputy Secretary on regular
basis.

Q7. Conduct an EEO/diversity stand-down, similar to the approach utilized for the
Security Awareness stand-down.
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Q10.

QIl.

Qra.

Q13

Q4.

Qls.

Q16.

l Q17.

Ensure that an inclusive review process is utilized for making future security
changes, with input and advice from line management, employees, and human
resources professionals. The current Field Management Council process, which
was established in April 1999, should be utilized to ensure proper coordination
and collaboration between appropriate staff offices.

Review security procedures to ensure that they do pot take a “orie=size-fits-all”

approach for all sites.

Publish baseline human resources management data on hiring, promotions, and
diversity representation by grades, with respect to all Federal and contractor

cmployees.

Include Asian Pacific American leaders and representatives of other minority

groups in future workplace assessments.

Require Federal, M/Os, M/Is, and laboratory executives to issue annually and in
writing diversity policy statements and publish them in a universal manner to
coincide with performance appraisal cycles. Require discussion of these policies
at performance appraisal review sessions. Develop a set of definitions and a
glossary for diversity, pluralism, racial profiling, etc. based on private sector
models.

Consider creating a DOE web-site on workplace improvements, and publishing
progress reports on improvement in diversity management, to include human
resource management data.

Form appropriate consortiums to plan for - and to combat - the recruitment and
retention problems being experienced throughout DOE laboratory facilities.

Improve training for the DOE Federal and contractor workforce in effective
diversity management, with special seminars for executives. The Office of
Economic Impact and Diversity, in collaboration with Heads of Headquarters and
Field Elements should ensure that all Federal and contractor employees undergo
mandatory training on equal employment opportunity and interpersonal
sensitivity. Also, sitc managers should conduct periodic focus group meetings to
discuss employee diversity issues, including racial profiling.

Conduct follow-up fact finding visits in Spring 2002 to assess whether
management has successfully carned out its policy against racial profiling; look
for innovations, and provide feedback and suggc:txom for unpmvunmt to
Federal and contractor work force management. :

Monitor, track and follow-up on pertinent data with respect to representation of
minonties, women, and underrepresented groups in the Federal and contractor

workforce.
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Conduct a multi-year workplace satisfaction evaluation survey; include topics
such as management practices and diversity management. The survey should be
repeated at given intervals (e.g. biannually). If costs are prohibitive for a
comprehensive survey of all employees/contractors, utilize 2 statistically

significant sample. -
Require an organizational self-assessment based on “best practices.”

Please address the following items for each of these recommendati~ns: (a)
whether there has been any follow-up on the recommendation, (b) whe. actio. 13
been taken to date, and (c) what are the next steps proposed by DOE wi* ega d

-1o this-recommendation.

it
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June 21, 2001

The White House :
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20500

Attn: Vice-President Dick Cheney

Dear Mr. Vice-President:
SUBJECT: ERROR IN NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY REPORT

in reviewing the NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY REPORT, we have found a
tremendous error in Chapter 6, Nature’s Power. The Last two paragraphs on
page 6-12 contain utterly false statements that will, if not retracted immediately,
severely damage our business, which is, the sales and installation of biomass
gasification systems.

The first sentence of the paragraphs, “In partnership with DOE, NREL, Battelle
Lab, Burlington Electric and others, Future Energy Resources Corporation of
Norcross, Georgia, was able to build, test and operate the world’s first biomass
gasification system”, is a total misrepresentation of the truth. While this may very
well have been FERCO's first gasification system ever, our company, PRM
Energy Systems, Inc., has been building gasification systems since 1982 and
has probably gasified more biomass than all of our competitors combined.

We are a small family business located in Hot Springs, Arkansas and we are
sick and tired of DOE, NREL and other government agencies not only
funding, but touting our competitors, particularly with untrue statements
about unproven technology. Everything we have heard about The McNeil Plant
over the past five years has been negative, yet DOE and NREL continue to tout
the technology on behalf of FERCO. This time they have gone too far. By
claiming to have built the "world's first biomass gasification system®, DOE, NREL,
FERCO, et al, are slandering our company and damaging our business. We
know that these agencies have poured tens of millions of dollars into the McNeil

Plant in attempts to make it work, but that does not mean that they should be
allowed to advertise on FERCO's behalf, to the detriment of FERCO’s
competitors.

: PIeasé try.to imagine how difficult it is for a small company, like ours, to explain
to a potential customer that the US Government's NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY
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Vice-President Dick Cheney
June 21, 2001
e Cont.

REPORT is wrong. The report asserts that FERCO has the one and only solution
to the biomass gasification market, which could not be further from the truth.

Please correct this egregious efror and advise your agencies that their attempts
to give the world's biomass gasification market to FERCO are wrong. A simple
correction within the report will not suffice since the report was distributed
worldwide over the intemet. You must correct the problem with a widely
publicized retraction.

Respectfully’ygars.

iley,-dr.

Cc: Congressman Mike Ross, Senator Tim Hutchinson, and Senator Blanche Lincoln
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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

June 13, 2001

Mr. Jesse O. Arterbum . o

Dear Mr. Arterbum:

Thank you for expressing your concern about implementation of the National
" Energy Policy.

To address the many energy issues facing the Nation, one of President Bush’s first
acts was 1o create a National Energy Policy Development Group, headed by Vice
President Cheney. On May 16, Vice President Cheney sent to the President the
recommendations of this group, together with a National Energy Policy report.

To achieve a 21* century quality of life — enhanced by reliable energy and a clean
environment — the report recommends 105 actions to modemize conservation,
modemnize our infrastructure, increase our energy supplies, including renewables,
accelerate the protection and improvement of our environment, and increase our
energy security. Once these actions have been fully implemented by the Congress
and Federal agencies, they will help minimize future energy prices, while assuring
that energy supplies are reliable and the environment is protected.

The Department of Energy (DOE) is working to ensure that nuclear power
remains a viable energy alternative for power generators in the future. For this to
happen, it is vital that existing nuclear power plants continue to operate
economically and safely. In addition, future plants will depend on investments we
make today in nuclear power plant safety, reliability, and economic
competitiveness. We are actively pursing a number of means for stimulating new
investments in nuclear power generating capacity. The Office of Nuclear Encrgy,
Science and Technology is responsible for nuclear energy research and
development in the Department. You can leam more about their activities by
visiting the website www.nuclear.gov.

" The Department is making steady progress on the geological repository for high
level wastes. The President has committed to ensuring that sound science governs
the site charactenization activities being conducted by the Department in support
of a possible recommendation to continue development of a potential repository at
Yucca Mountain in Nevada. .

A copy of the National Energy Policy report, with the specific recommendations
to the President, is available on the White House webpage, www.whitehouse.gov,
or on the webpage of the U.S. Department of Energy, www.energy.gov.

® Printed with SOy 1Nk on recycied paper
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Thank you for writing. I hope this information is helpful.
Sincerely,

dax@i Qudus—

Margot\Anderson -
Acting Director
Office of Policy
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Dz i e -
Yerhdew ! NT 4 ROLL YOUR OWN BLACKOUT
ST o bing o3 THE FIRST DAY OF SUMMER
CUNGS o 50

e T e

free - T JUNE 21, 2001, THURSDAY EVENING

U TS 7-10pm worldwide, all time zones _

As an alternative to George W. Bush's energy policies and lack of
emphasis on efficiency, conservation and altemnative fuels, there will
be a voluntary rolling blackout on the first day of summer, June 21 at
7-10 pm in any time zone (this will roll it across the planet). )

It's a simple protest and a symbolic act. Tum out your lights from

7-10 pm on June 21. Unplug whatever you can unplug in your house.
Light a candle to the Sungoddess, kiss and tell or not, take a stroll in the
dark, invent ghost stories, anything that's not electronic - have fun

in the dark.

Read the 1999 book "Natural Capitalism® by Hawken and Lovins to leamn
that conservation/high efficiency technologies already ARE on-the-shelf.

If implemented these revolutionary ideas would pay themselves off within
five years, after which we'd be pumping far less greenhouse gas into the
atmosphere and saving bucks to boot.

Send this as widely as possible, to your govemment.representatives and
environmental contacts.

Let them know we want global education, participation and funding in
conservation, efficiency and alternative fuel efforts — and an end to
over-exploitation and misuse of the earth's resources.

Anyone knows that the Cheney-Bush team is blowing smoke when they tell

us that °... conservation can't help, it'l just be too expensive to implement those
technologies...” While on the other hand, technology to develop and deploy
weapons to blow incoming ICBMs out of the sky are easy to coms by.

Since when do you have to agree with people to defend them from
injustice?
— Lillian Heliman -
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23 June 1977

President of the United States -
The White House

1600 Pemnsylvania Avenue

Washington, DC 20500

Subject: Energy Procram
Dear M-. President:

2s you well know, ane of the most pressing and camplex prublems
which you ané your administration face is the energy problem crisis.
Enclosed is a"pmposed program wiich I feel, with your leadership,
will trigger ideas and enthusiasm, get the attention and interest
of the people, ané provide positive action.

It is realized that this paper coes not provide all the details or
refinements which obviously will be needed to plan, inplement, and
adninister a program of this complexity; however, it does provide
an overview of the basic concept.

If you have questions, or if additional detail is required, I will
be hapov to offer my thoughts.

Sincerely,
it ]
Carl J. 4&1
CJS/sm
Enclosure
CC: Horprable Thomas Eagleton
Honorable John Danforth

Honorable Harold Volmer
Governor Joseph 'neasd_a.le

Business Telechone: 314-;53—260_&
Residence Telephone: =~ 777 ° b L
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Mr Spencer Abraham

Secretary of Energy
U.S. Department of Energy C\ L

1000 Independent Avenue SW 1 -
_. Washington D.C. 20585

US.A.

Dear Mr Abraham,

Thank you very much for sending me a copy of the National Energy Policy report of
the National Energy Policy Development Group chaired by Vice-President Cheney
with recommendations to President Bush. I welcome the opportunity to share some
general thoughts on energy policy and to give you a preliminary reaction to certain
1ssues in the report.

First of all I believe that the report is timely since it coincides with similar EU
mitiatives. The European Commission is actively involved in an important policy
debate on future security of energy supply as set out in our Green Paper as well as
proposals for new measures to further liberalise the gas and electricity markets.

The Stockholm European Council in his last March meeting endorsed the objective of
further opening up of the gas and electricity markets and has invited the Energy
Council to examine the Commission proposals and to implement the objective of
market opening as soon as possible.

The completion of the internal market for energy should complement other basic
Community objectives such as security of energy supply and sustainable
development. The Green Paper on secunty of supply has started a substantial debate.
It examines the advantages and drawbacks of the various fuel options, making
recommendations, but draws the conclusion that energy security can only be
effectively addressed by putting energy demand at the heart of EU policy in this field.

Although oil will continue to play a key role in world transportation in the decades to
come, there s a need to use increasingly less-polluting altemative transportation fuels.
In the Green Paper energy efficiency and renewable energies are basic priorities for
action in relation to security of energy supply with particular emphasis on demand
management in transportation and buildings. .
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Climate change and the Kyoto Protocol are a basic concern of the Green Paper which
is seen as an instrument for achieving climate change targets as well as secuning
energy supply. The US plan confirms the commitment to the environment and makes
a number of recommendations but says little on carbon dioxide emissions and climate
change issues. We would be interested to know your assessment of the environmental
impacts of the projected growth in US energy consumption and in -particular the
implications of the increased use of fossil fuels.

Much of the plan’s case for increasing the domestic supply of fossil fuels rests on the
projected increasing gap between energy supply and demand. We are interested to
learn more of your analysis of the scale of the gap problem and your assessment of the
rate of growth of US energy demand over the next two decades.

Although rising energy prices may create some economic disruption and social
hardship, in our view they do not necessarily constitute an energy crisis as such. An
assessment by the Commission services indicates that peak gasoline prices (reached a
month ago in Europe) were in real terms below the levels of the 1970s. We do
however share your concern about current high world market oil prices and increased
dependence on Middle Eastern supplies. Like you, we seek price stability on the basis
of price levels which are sustainable for both consuming and producing interests in
the longer term. An enhanced consumer-producer dialogue and increased efforts to
diversify energy supphes are shared objectives.

I share with you the need for a new look at the potential value of nuclear power. Our
Green Paper is rather prudent on the future role of nuclear energy but stresses how
nuclear power contributes to limiting carbon emissions. Your report makes a positive
case for nuclear power to reduce the emission of greenhouse gases but I am sure you
would agree that we have to devote substantial efforts to tackle the difficult issue of
waste disposal. This may be another area in which we can work effectively together.

In general, it can be said that the EU and US have similar energy supply patterns
being first and second importers of energy in the world. We are both leaders in
energy technologies and in favour of liberalised markets. Your plan places emphasis
on the optimal exploitation of domestic resources while the Community emphasis
tends to be on diversified supplies from around the world together with improved
energy efficiency and increased use of renewables.

Finally there is a need to reflect together on how our enhanced bilateral co-operation
can be used to improve the management of global energy issues especially in
international fora such as the G8, the WTO, the OECD/IEA and in our relations with
OPEC. This co-operation will enable us to harmonise our positions, and as
appropriate present a co-ordinated front. 1 very much welcome your planned
onentation to go beyond demestic energy considerations and your proposal for greater
co-operation with other countries and international organisations.
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1 am certain that your National Energy Policy report and Community initiatives such
as the Green Paper provide the basis for future bilateral co-operation in the energy
sector. | would like to reiterate my keen interest in co-operation with you and your
services and I note with satisfaction the recommendation in your report for a
reinvigoration of the EU-US energy consultations. In this context, I support the idea
of a resumption of the consultative process later this year in Washington.

I believe it is important that we work together to ensure that economic, social and
environmental concerns are taken properly into account in developing our policies to
safeguard our energy future and to meet our intemmational commitments in the

environmental field. ‘

Yours sincerely,
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C. J. Seal
8 June 1977
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ABSTRACT

We have met the enemy and they are us.
In order to establish and implement a meaningful Government Energy
Program and assure success, the Carter Administration must provide
the means to s<imulate the imagination of and trigger enthusiastic

response from Government anc the private sector; both Industry and

Individual Citizen.

This paper provides an overview outlining a Government sponsored
and funded program, appropriately titled "SAVE", which will encourage
all of us (Government, Industry, and Private Citizen) to establish

a personal energy savings goal of at least 10% and then make it

happen.
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BACKGROUND

Ask not what your country can do for you, but rather

what you can do for your country.

~ Kennedy

America has faced many challenges during our short history. We
have had great successes and our share of failurés. One of these

failures has been our apathy toward conservation of our natural

resources, and 2 result is today's energy problem, or perhaps crisis.

Our Government and, more specifically, our politicians have been
pussy-footing around this problem for a number of years with no
apparent solution in sight, and with not even an agreed to policy
established yet. The American People are no longer dummies who
blindly follow the politician and accept all that they are told.
They are tired of being talked down to. They want facts, and then

I think they wish to have a voice in the decisions being made.

I think the people would like to believe in their President, Govern-
ment, and Elected Representatives; however, the energy fiasco has

left most of us completely baffled. 1Is there really an energy

shortage? Or are we being ripped off again by the 0il and Utility

Companies as we seem to have been in the past?
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1 think there are two sides to these questions. Yes, we have

been taken by special interests; however, logical considerations
also tell us that, indeed, a real energy crunch is inevitable.

History tells us that all our past great successes were possible

I submit that the Energy

-

only by united efforts of all our people.
Crisis will not be solved by the Carter Administration, Government,
or Industry, but by all the people working together and motivated
toward a common goal. Jimmy Carter and h;s team can, and mus<,
provide the leadership to unify the people in tﬂis commoh cause.

I work for a large Midwestefn Manufacturing Company, and one of

my assignments is Cost Reduction/Value Engineering Manager for my
Division. This assignment led to membership in the Society of
American Value Engineers {(SAVE). The application of Value Engi-
neering/Analysis and its benefits are recognized by both Government
and Private Industry. My experience in this field a£d association

with Value Experts has contributed to this paper and to this Save

And Value Energy concept.




4.

IMPLEMENTATION

Lend thy serious hearing to what I shall unfold.

- Shakespeare

Planning

The first step shoulé be the appointment of a study group to
establish policy, define objectives/goals/requirements, recom-
mé;d staffing requirements, define responsibilities, document
program plan, select recognition awards, and then present recom-

mendations to President Carter.

Staffing

Obviously, the administration of a program of this size and impact
will regquire a permanent staff. This organization should report

to the President's Cabinet Member responsible for energy.

The responsibilities of this organization will include all admini-
strative aspects of the program including communication, systems

design, reviewing enrollments, acknowledgement of enrollment

acceptance, and recognition of successful participants.
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Program Documentation

Documentation requirements include necessary policies, communication
briefs (newspaper, radio, and television), program systems and pro-
cedures ({including data processing reguirements), enrollment/acknow-
ledgement, reporting forms, ané recognition certificatgjdand plague

artwork.

Communication

Communication will be a most important aspe&t of the SAVE Program.
It should be kicked off first by Presidential Pfesentation to Con-
gressional Leaders and then presented to the Americén People via

the fireside chat. The message to the people will be key to success
of program. If the message results in enthusiastic response from

the people, we are well on the way to licking our enérgy problems.

This message will then be followed by a well planned advertising
campaign in newspapers and on radio and television to hammer home

the message and motivate the people to want to participate.

These messages will announce the kick-off date(s), how to obtain

the enrollment forms, the benefits to Government and individuals
(including dollars), and the recognition awards which will be pre-
sented to companies, oréanizations, clubs, families, and ihdividuals

who qualify.
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5. PARTICIPATION

This above all, to thine own self be true.

- Shakespeare

S.1 Enrollment

The SAVE Enrollment Form may be picked up at- any. Post Office or
Government Office. They will be pre-addressed to Jimmy Carter

and may be mailed postage free. A duplicate copy is retained by

the enroilee.

The form will contain all information necessary to indicate how
the participant has defined his commitment to save 1l0% of current
usage of transportation gas, natural gas, electricity, coal, or

heating oil.

This form will also contain blocks to record any material recycling

activities planned.

5.2 Acknowledgement

There will be an acknowledgement stub on the form which will be
returned to the enrollee, along with.a SAVE Year-End Report Form,

- after receipt and logging into the system by the:White House Staff.
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Each acknowledgement of enrollment will contain Jimmy Carter's

signature.

Regcrting

One year after enrollment in the SAVE Program, each participant
will report progress/results by completing the SAVE Year-End Report
Form, which was receiveé with the enrollment acknowledgement.

This form will show comparison of original 96a1; with acfual energy
used. After completion of form, the participant will calculate

the percent (%) of energy savings actually realized. The accuracy

of the report cannot be verified and must depend upon each parti-

cipant's use of a self imposed honor system.

Upon completion, the reporting form is mailed (pre-addressed)
postage free to Jimmy Carter. A duplicate copy is retained by

the participant.
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RECOGNITION

All's well that ends well, still the finis is the crown.

- Shakespeare

Upon receipt of the SAVE Year-End Reporting Form by the White
House Staff and a verification of data submitted vs. original

goals, an acknowledgement will be returned to the participant.

Those who have successfully achieved their 10% goal will receive
appropriate recognition and award as follows:

Plaque and flag (SAVE pennant) - Company, business, orga-
nization, club, etc.

Certificate - Family or individual

lapel/tie pin/necklace - Individual and/or all family members

Somebody said that it couidn't be done

But he with a chuckle replied

That "maybe it couldn't” but he would be one
Who wouldn't say so till he'd tried.

- Guest
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2 July 1979

President of the United States

The White House -
1500 Pennsylvania Avenue

washingwon, D.C. 20500

Subject: Energy Program

Dear Mr. President

Two years ago I submitted to you 2 procosed Energy Conservation Plan which
1 thought might trigger same interest end action. Tnis plan is again
attached for consideration. o .

I also sent a copv cf the plan = ry Senators, Representauve, anz the
Goverror of the State cf Missouri

I was digmayed by the responses receives. It was obvious the plan was ro:
even read, urderstood, or considered; however, the Energy Acministrator,.
Jorn F. O'Leary, at least acknowledged receipt of my energy suggestion.

I¢ certainly must be cbvicus to yvou anc all politicians by now that 2
solution to ocur energy problem cepencs upon the American people - with
21l of us workirc together and motivated toward a national cormon ooal.

You e.rxi‘vour team should and can rrovide the leadership to make things
harren. I wouldé be most hzppv to offer my thoughts and provide additional
Ger=il.

Sincerely,
Carl J. 4

CIs/fja

Enclosure

CC: Honorable Thcmas Eagleton
Bonorable John Danforth
Honorable Harold Volkmer
Governor Joseph Teasdale,
Deputy Energv Secretary John F. O'Leary

Business Telephone:  314-353-4260
Residence Teleptone:
1

b(©

29830



2001-016015 7/6 A 10:07

Secretary, The
From: mdufﬁna( ‘IJ L )
Sent: Thursday, July 05, 2001 3:08 P!
To: Secretary, The
Subject: Energy Challenge VI Renewables - Wind
[]

THE ENERGY CHALLENGE - VIil 016015 o -

5 July 2001 "o AB 0T

To: Representative Secretary
" Re: Renewables - Wind
Dear Representative Secretary

in addressing the declining availability of fossil fuels, and the
undesirability of nuclear energy, the only choices we have are energy
efficiency and renewables. Fortunately, they are complementary choices and
have the added virtue of being carbon free. Renewables include hydro, wind,
solar, bio-fuels, geo-thermal, wave, and tidal energy. Of these, wind,
solar, geo-thermal, and waveftidal are abundant, but only wind is currently
economical and easy to hamess.

How Much Energy
Probably the best data on the total USA wind resource is the 1993 report
‘ound at www.nrel.goviwind/potential.htmi. This report estimated total
otential for 25% efficient turbines, with 25% losses, and average 50m hub
heights, and made exclusions for environmental, urban, and agricultural
purposes. The result was that about 15 quads of equivalent fossil fuel
energy could be replaced by class 5 to 7 winds. Adding class 4 winds, which
were marginal at that time, raises the potential to greater than 60 quads.
Most recent Texas wind farms are in class 4 areas.

This report was based on 1991/92 technology, when the largest envisioned
turbines were 300 KW and blade rotation speeds were such that considerable
areas were excluded for environmental reasons, i.e. bird kill. Best wind
speeds were 15-25 mph and it was also assumed that only 20% of the actual
wind energy/km2 could be converted to electricity.

Today turbines being installed are 2 MW and in development are 3 MW. Blade
rotation is much slower. Efficiencies are now about 35% and losses below
15%. Productive wind speeds are about 7 to 50 mph, moving class 4 areas out
of the marginal category. Probable total available wind energy with 2001
technology is above 60 quads, and if we could buy wind energy from Canada
we would have access to near 100 quads fossil fuel equwalent

In a 1997 study the EIA points out that much of this resource is not
readily available for lack of transmission lines. A 1991 study in :
Califomnia estimated that only 12% of the "gross technical potential® was
developeable under the then existing transmission restraints.

The other major problem with wind is intermittent availability with
significant daily, monthly, and seasonal vanations. Frequently, peak '
availability does not correspond with peak energy demand.

All of these problems can be mitigated with an aggressive renewables energy
_olicy. Any energy policy must strongly address upgrading and development

1
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of the transmission infrastructure. Wind should be central to such planning
and execution. Large-scale wind development will lessen the daily and
monthly variability as wind is always blowing somewhere in a large developed
region. Assuming suitable wind strength 35% of the time, and a regional

area as large as North and South Dakota and western Minnesota, 35% of total
installed capacity is likely to be available all of the time. Energy

storage systems (e.g. Regenesys) are in development that may in the future
be combined with wind turbines and completely eliminate daily variability.

In a hydrogen economy, peak wind, not needed for electricity, can be used to
produce hydrogen. The wind resource can be sized to exceed eiectricity
needs during the lowest wind season. At all other times the excess

electricity can be stored as hydrogen.

Of the 25 quads of renewable energy needed in 2030 {to be iliustrated in a
future letter), about 8 will be biomass and hydro (already at 7) and at :
least 15 can be wind.

Cost

In a 1995 disinformation effort, the coal industry sponsored a report
developed by Resource Data Intemnational and published by the Center for
Energy and Economic Development, projecting wind energy costs of 6.8¢/kWh in
1995, remaining unchanged until 2010.1 In a rebuttal, NREL estimated
5.3¢/kWh in 1995, going to 3.5¢ in 2010.1 The Lake Benton Wind Fam in
Minnesota, now going into production, will produce wind at 3.2¢/kWh and the
Oregon/Washington Stateline project is expected to be in production in 2002
at 2.5¢/kWh. Lake Benton uses 1 MW turbines.

The latest Danish offshore wind farm uses 2 MW turbines, and 3 MW units are

likely to be in production by 2003.

Wind energy costs, of course, will vary depending on the steadiness and
intensity of the winds being hamessed. However, we can expect average
costs in the future to be cheaper than coal fired plants, with none of
coal's environmental issues.

Objections

The usual objections presented by wind skeptics are:
* Bird kit

* Unsightliness

* Land area

* Noise

* Future like the past

In response to these objections one can state:

Bird kill - There is no evidence that new large turbines, with slowly
rotating blades, kill even as many birds as power lines do.

Noise - Modem turbines have noise levels below 50 dbm (hke a summer breeze
inthe trees) at distances of about 250 yards.

Unsightliiness - Surveys in Palm Springs and Wales (UK) show that neighbors
grow to like wind farms and find them attractive. Most wind farms in the
USA will be sighted in areas that vary from rural to empty, where the issue

is unlikely to arise.

Land area - Class 4 and higher wind areas available for wind development are
6% of total lower 48 land area. Of this area, less than 5% would be

occupied by turbines, equipment, and access roads. Cultivation can be
sarried out aimost to the base of the turbines, and livestock like the wind

2
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shadow.

Future like past - Saying that wind will never happen, because it never has
is like saying a one-year-old will never walk because he never has.

Benefits

Apart from clean, inexpensive power, the surprise benefits to the economy

can be a sharp drop in farm subsidies. Minnesota farmers eam less than
$30/acre with livestock, and $250 per acre with crops, but can eam
$1,000/acre from land rental for wind farms, and still have the livestock or
crop.

The Challenge

A 2 MW wind turbine with a 30% duty cycle and 95% availability will
generate 5.8 million kWhiyear. Eighteen quads of wind power by 2030 would
require 900,000 turbines, or 30,000 per year starting now. That is five
times present world production capacity, but is probably a worst-case
estimate. At 3MW, 35% duty cycle and 15 quads we would need only half as
many. Building 15,000 to 30,000 turbines per year is no big deal for an
economy that can build 17 million cars, trucks, and busses per year, but
still, we had better get cranking. It can't wait until after 2020.

Respectfully yours,

Murray Duffin

MD/mmb
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Jul~07-2000 09:48am  From-

®

T-35T P.001/004 F-301

INSTITUTE OF THE AMERICAS
INSTITUTO DE LAS AMERICAS * INSTITUTO DAS AMERICAS

FACSIMILE

TO: e Honorable Spencer Abraham
of Energyy
of Energy
1000 Independence Ave, SW
ashington, DC 20585

FROM: Pawicia Bennett
Program Director - Energy Programs

1 you do not veceive this fax conectly please contact :
Benpew, Paricia (858) 453-5560X 120 Email: parricia@ismericas.org

Attention: Lilia/ Robin Johnson

Date: July 6, 2001

Tel :[1-202-586-6210

Fax]: [1-202-586-4403|

Fax2:

Do we have your correct Bmail address ?

Total # of pages: m

CONTENT & MESSAGE:

Please see attached

- mvitation letter to participate as a Keynote Speaker

- draft outime

- informarion about the Energy Program of the Institute

2001-016228 Jul 9 A 9:46

10111 NoxrTs TORREY PINES ROAD = LA JaL1A « CALIFORNIA * 92037 - US.A

- TEL: (858) 453-5560 » FAX: (858) 453-2165 « HTTP-//WWW.IAMERICAS.ORQ
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ENBRGY STEERING
GROUP MEMBERS

AES Corporation
Arthur Andersen
Bechte!
Corporation
BP
Caterpillar/Solar
Turbines
Chevron Overseas
Petroleum
CMS Energy

Duke Energy
{ntemational

elpaso
Enron
BExxonMobil Gas
Marketing
GE Capital,
Structured Finance
Group
GE Power
Systems
INTESA
JP Morgan &
Company
PSEG Americas
SAIC

Sempra Energy
- international

Shell Intemational
Exploration &
Production

Shell Intemational
Gas Limited
~ Société Générale
Techint Group

Theien Reid &
Priest LLP

Potricia Bernett
Dvector
areatimsiaeng
et 120

From~

T-357 P.002/004 F-30!

INSTITUTE OF THE AMERICAS
Friday, July 06, 2001

The Honorable

Spencer Abraham -
“Secretary of Energy

Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave, SW

Washington, DC 20585

-Dear Secretary Abraham:

The Institute of the Americas, in collaboration with the Inter-American Dialogue is
organizing a onc day seminar 1o explore the Bush Administration National Energy
Policy and its linkapges with Latin American energy strategies. The event is scheduled
to take place on September 4, 2001 at the St. Regis hotel in Washington, D.C.

We would be honored if you would accept to give the Keynote Speech on this important
international forum.

Following a recommendation by our Steering group member companies, listed at the
margin, the Institute is convening this high-level forum to analyze how US Energy
Policy both in its national and international scope, influences the Latin American energy
sectors and indirectly, their economies. Included among the key topics 10 be covered
are: the benefits and challenges of hemispheric energy globalization; cross-boundary
energy trade; lessons leamned, similarities and correlation of electric power crises in
Brazil and California; and multilateral and bilateral trade agreements advancing
competinion and investment.

We anticipate participation of the US Secretaries of State, Energy and Commerce,

representatives from Latin American Energy Ministries, particularly Bolivia, Brazil,

Mexico, Peru, and Venezuela, and private sector representatives of the financing and

energy industries interested on Latin American investment addressing issues enhancing
- global alliances and energy security. -

Attached is a draft outline of the program, for your information. We welcome your

comments or suggestions regarding this program. ~

Patricia Beanett, Director of Energy Programs for the Institute will be in touch with

your office to verify availability. Meanwhile, if you need to contact us, please do so at

(858) 453-5560 via fax at (858) 453-2165 and via e-mail at pbennett@iamericas.org

Sincerely,
T X Tl

Paul H. Boeker
President

10111 North Torrey Pines Road - La Jolla, California 92037 US.A. « tel. (858) 453-5560 - fax (858) 453-2165 - web sita:

www lamenicas.org
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Institute of the Americas

\

US Energy Policy and its implication
on Latin American Economies
St. Regis Hotel, Washington D.C.

September 4, 2001
Prelim